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ABSTRACT OF CAPSTONE
CRISIS, REFLECTION, AND CHANGE: FACULTY EXPERIENCE OF THE
TRANSITION TO ONLINE EDUCATION DURING THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC
This study explored the experience of university faculty undergoing a process
of educational change. The specific change studied was the crisis implementation of
online education due to the global COVID-19 pandemic. This study posed the
research question: How did faculty members at an international university in Asia
perceive, react to, and implement an acute change from face-to-face to online course
delivery during a global pandemic?
To answer that question, this study used a qualitative case study design that
design included four cases. Each case involved a professor at the university who had
been teaching when the university shifted to online education in Spring 2020 and who
was still teaching there in Fall 2021.
The theoretical framework for the project combined two models: Hall and
Hord’s (1979) Stages of Concern (SoC) model and Borton’s (1970) model of
reflection. Borton’s model includes three steps: “What?” “So What?” and “Now
What?” In the theoretical framework for this study, the “What?” step includes the
SoC, the “So What?” step examines how faculty reflected on these concerns, and the
“Now What?” step looks at how this reflection may have prompted pedagogical
change.
In contrast to other studies on faculty-level implementation of online
education, demographic and most contextual factors did not seem to influence faculty
experience with the innovation. Instead, faculty response was shaped the concerns
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that they felt at the personal, management, and consequence stages that shaped their
response. Concerns at the consequence stage prompted the most reflection and the
greatest pedagogical change. Additionally, a theme running through several stages
was that of the image of ideal teaching (Manouchehri & Goodman, 2020). Faculty’s
ability to make online education comport with their images of effective pedagogy was
a powerful driver of their experience with the implementation of this innovation.
Implications include the importance of professional development for effective
online pedagogy and the inclusion of adjunct faculty in change interventions.
Additionally, change leaders in higher education are encouraged to leverage faculty
images of effective pedagogy to design effective interventions.
KEYWORDS: Stages of Concern, Case Study Research, Online Education,
Reflection, Faculty Experience
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Chapter 1: Introduction
At the end of 2019, online learning in higher education was becoming
increasingly common and accepted (Lederman, 2019, Seaman et al., 2018).
According to figures from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System of the
U.S. Department of Education (IPEDS), close to 35 percent of U.S. post-secondary
students took at least one online course in 2018 (Lederman, 2019). About 15 percent
of students who were enrolled in programs from associate-level to doctoral were in
fully online programs. Worldwide, the global market for educational technology was
$18.66 billion (USD) in 2019 and projected to reach $350 billion by 2025 (Li &
Lalani, 2020).
Despite growing popularity and acceptance, online education was not as
widespread as those numbers might suggest. In the U.S., for example, about half of
the online enrollments were at only five universities; another 22 percent were at just
47 other schools (Seaman et al., 2018). Many other schools offered courses here and
there, with programs at the master’s level being most common. It is safe to say that as
of 2019, the adoption of online education was certainly happening, but it was by no
means the norm. Global statistics on online higher education at that time are not
available, but one estimate is that, worldwide, perhaps 1 to 3 percent of students at all
educational levels were learning online before COVID-19 (Salmi, 2020).
COVID-19 Brings Change to Higher Education
Then came Spring 2020. The global COVID-19 pandemic prompted
universities around the world to close their doors and implement online education.
With very little lead time, university administrators moved from evaluating options to
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communicating decisions. Faculty revised their syllabi, learned technological skills,
and made decisions about how best to present their content in a different medium.
Students turned their bedrooms into classrooms and tested the capability of their WiFi for supporting web conferencing. Information Technology (IT) staff scrambled to
evaluate the school’s technological resources and dealt with panicked calls for
support. Everyone learned what Zoom was.
The goal of this study is to explore how faculty members at one university
experienced the rapid transition to online education during a global pandemic.
Specifically, the study will look at the role that reflection played in the response of
faculty members to the implementation of online education and the various factors
associated with the change. The focus is on the response of the faculty to change. The
change that took place involved both a unique context and a specific technology. It is
not possible, however, to separate the context of the change (crisis change due to a
global pandemic) from the content of the change (the adoption of online education).
With that in mind, the research question is: How did faculty members at an
international university in Asia perceive, react to, and implement an acute change
from face-to-face to online course delivery during a global pandemic?
This introduction provides the context for this study. Following that, the
literature review discusses prior research in relevant areas: the process of change,
change in crisis, the adoption of innovation, online education, and the role of
reflection in response to change.
Changes at One University
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The location for this study is Eastern University, Japan (EUJ)1. The school,
located in Tokyo, is a branch campus of a public American university. At the Tokyo
campus, the rapid implementation of online education happened in February 2020.
The pandemic became a concern in Asia before other parts of the world. The
university announced its transition to online education at the end of February, two to
four weeks before most schools in the United States. The immediate cause for the
transition was that on February 27, Japan Prime Minister Shinzo Abe requested that
all schools end their school year early (the Japanese school year ends in mid-March,
with the last two weeks of the month being spring break) as part of an effort to curb
the spread of the coronavirus in Japan (Kyodo News, 2020). The Diamond Princess
cruise ship, where an early coronavirus outbreak occurred, had been anchored off
Yokohama (only 29 km from Tokyo) since February 3, and passengers were being
moved to area hospitals and quarantine areas. The number of coronavirus cases in
Japan was rising, though daily new cases were still only in the teens. The shutdown
was intended to be temporary, lasting only a few weeks. The hope was that
everything would return to normal in time for the new school year in April.
In the United States, the coronavirus was still localized. In February 2020, it
was considered by many to be more of an “Asian problem” (Natividad, 2020). By the
time the pandemic became an issue in the United States, colleges and universities
were nearing Spring Break. Thus, many simply extended the break to allow time for

1

The name of the university, as well as names of faculty and administration, are pseudonyms.
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administration, faculty, and students to prepare. Having a week or so to get ready to
change the instructional delivery system of a school is not a very long time. The
transition at EUJ, however, was even more abrupt. Unlike most schools in Tokyo,
which operate on a calendar with the school year ending in March and the new year
beginning in April, EUJ operates on a modified American academic calendar. An
important difference in this case, however, is that, in order to accommodate the threesemester schedule required for visa students to stay in Japan, EUJ had no Spring
Break. Moreover, the administration did not have the advantage of seeing how other
universities were providing for education amid increasing concerns about the spread
of disease. A final factor affecting the rapidity of the change was the assumption that
this would all be over soon. Online education was, initially, presented as a stopgap
measure, not as a plan for major organizational change. Faculty and students were
informed of the change Friday, February 28, 2020; they were teaching and learning
online by the following Monday—less than 72 hours later.
Pre-Pandemic Online Education at the University
Before February 2020, the university offered no online classes in its
undergraduate program. This was in keeping with the practice at most Japanese
universities at the time. Much of the outside world sees Japan as the mecca of tech;
companies such as Sony and Nintendo got their start here, and the first laptop
computer was developed by Toshiba, in the town of Ome, less than 60 km west of
Tokyo (Rogers, 2003). Despite this reputation, in early 2020, technology was less
integrated into certain aspects of Japanese society than it is in many other developed
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countries. Paying for purchases with a mobile phone was uncommon; many
businesses still preferred cash (Obe & Okutsu, 2020). The education system in
particular was one sector of Japanese society that had not embraced technology.
Physical textbooks, paper-and-pencil assignments, and notes home to parents were
the common tools of primary and secondary education; at the university level, analog
technology was likewise the norm.
Online Education as the Pandemic Progressed
The initial transition to online education was intended to be for only two
weeks. This was because the assumption was that the shutdown of schools and
businesses would cause coronavirus cases to decline, and things in Japan, in Tokyo,
and at the university would return to normal. Some faculty members said at the time
that they expected to be online until April, when other Japanese schools opened. The
most pessimistic thought that the situation might last until the end of the semester. As
the coronavirus situation nationally and globally became more serious, courses at the
university remained online until the semester closed at the end of April and then
throughout the summer.
In September 2020, a new campus dean arrived at the school. The dean
initially voiced an intention to return the university to fully face-to-face education, in
response to the wishes of the students. Additionally, in surveys done in Spring 2020
by the Academic Affairs Department, some faculty expressed a desire to return to
face-to-face teaching, and some students expressed dissatisfaction with online
learning. Outside of any problems experienced with online education per se, the
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nature of EUJ is experiential. Students who come from abroad make up more than
half of the population. The prospect of coming to study in Japan only to take all
classes online in one’s apartment was understandably unattractive to some. Likewise,
some parents expressed reluctance to pay for students to move to Japan if classes
were going to be held online. A big part of the university’s appeal to international
students was the experience of studying in a foreign country. For domestic students,
part of the appeal was the opportunity to study at an American university with people
from around the world. On the other hand, there were also students and faculty who
were nervous about a return to campus and glad for the opportunity to continue
teaching and learning online.
By Fall 2020, about 25 percent of classes were in person, with 75 percent
online. Many of the in-person classes in Fall 2020 were studio art classes, which
faculty and students indicated on surveys were difficult to conduct in an online
setting. In Spring 2021, about 40 percent of the classes were in-person, with 60
percent online. Coronavirus numbers in Tokyo spiked in December and January,
leading the government to declare a State of Emergency (SOE) lasting first until
February 7, 2021, then extending through March 21, 2021. The guidelines under this
SOE did not require schools to cease operations or go online. University classes
continued to operate as usual for undergraduate programs (about 40 percent of classes
in person).
Summer 2021 was about a 50/50 split. As vaccines became more widely
available in Japan and COVID-19 case counts began to drop in late summer, the plan
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was for 50 percent online and 50 percent in-person or hybrid for fall as well.
However, an SOE and spikes in case counts prompted about half of the professors
teaching in-person or hybrid classes to move their courses online for at least the
beginning of the semester. With the SOE lifted in October and new entry by foreign
nationals (including students) allowed in early November, some classes returned to
in-person or hybrid mode partway through the semester. Estimates were, however,
that close to 75 percent of classes remained at least partially online.
The Current Situation
For each semester of online education, the primary media of instruction
included Zoom web conferencing software and Canvas learning management system
(LMS). Beginning in Fall 2020, faculty have had the choice of teaching online or in
person (although at times, government shutdowns or spikes in Covid cases at EUJ
caused the temporary shift of all classes online). Those faculty members teaching
online could choose whether to continue classes synchronously or asynchronously, or
to use some combination of the two. Out of concern for overburdening faculty, one
course delivery method that was not widely used or encouraged initially was the
flexible hybrid model adopted by many U.S. schools in Fall 2020 (McMurtrie, 2020).
This model provides the option of either in-person or online delivery for the same
class, allowing students to choose which mode of education to employ, and to switch
back and forth between the two as needed or desired. While aspects of this teaching
model seemed ideally suited to the unpredictability of the pandemic situation,
administration at first decided to discourage it on the grounds that preparing for
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multiple modes of delivery put too great a burden on faculty (G. Miller, personal
communication, July 13, 2020; October 20, 2020). By Fall 2021, however, some
professors were using this model out of necessity. Travel restrictions in Japan meant
that many students were unable to enter the country; to accommodate these students,
some professors who chose in-person teaching also agreed to open their class to
Zoom students.
Throughout the semesters of online education, administration, students, and
faculty have adjusted. Surveys conducted in Spring 2020 by the Academic Affairs
Department indicated that about half of students wanted to continue online classes,
while another half wanted to be in person. While more than 75 percent of respondents
said they learned more in person, more than 80 percent reported liking to take online
classes. The feelings about online education went beyond the delivery system, of
course; they also reflected complex contextual factors, especially the pandemic and
the concomitant isolation. Informal conversations with students and faculty revealed
that some valued the flexibility of the online medium. Others welcomed it as a way to
stay safe during the pandemic. There were also those, however, who struggled with
teaching or learning online and chose to teach or attend class face to face whenever
possible.
By Fall 2021, EUJ was in its sixth semester of online education. What had
been implemented as an emergency response to a crisis situation became a part of the
normal operation of the university. It is not a stable part of the institution, and the
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future is uncertain. Faculty, staff, and students, however, are adapting to the
innovation of online education.
Change and the Implementation of Innovation
The focus of this research is a case study of four members of the university
faculty, exploring their response to the implementation of online learning during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Implementation, which is discussed in detail in the following
section, is not an event, but rather a process. The process of implementation is part of
the larger process of change. Change can be defined as “an empirical observation of
differences in time on one or more dimensions of an entity” (Van de Ven & Rogers,
1988, p. 638-639). To unpack that definition, change is something that happens when
a person, process, or organization is observed to be different in specific ways over a
period of time. Applying that definition to the topic of this proposal, the change is the
difference in the prevalence and nature of online education at one university at
various points from Spring 2020 through Fall 2021. This change involves a specific
technological and pedagogical innovation—online education—which is explored in
more detail in the literature review.
An innovation is a thing or idea that is new to someone. It does not matter if
the idea or thing is actually new; what matters is that it is new to the person, group, or
organization to which it is presented (Rogers, 2003). Because online education did
not exist in EUJ’s undergraduate program before February 2020, it is an innovation.
The appearance of this innovation is part of a process of diffusion: “the process in
which an innovation is communicated over time among the members of a social
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system” (Rogers, 2003, p. 5). Rogers identifies five stages in the process of the
diffusion of an innovation in an organization. The first two, agenda-setting and
matching, constitute initiation, and involve activities leading up to the adoption of (or
decision to use) an innovation, things like gathering information, considering
alternatives, and planning. The last three, redefining, clarifying, and routinizing, make
up implementation—all the activities involved in actually beginning a new process or
adopting a new technology. These activities tend to result in modifications to both the
innovation and the organization, either making the innovation part of the
organizational structure or leading at some point to the discontinuation of the
innovation.
Crisis Change
Change management consultants routinely advise that those who want to
initiate change should do so with deliberation and forethought (e.g., McGannon,
2021). Rogers (2003) noted that the diffusion of an innovation is a long process, often
taking months or years. This crisis change, however, did not allow for a measured
process. In the case of most universities that adopted online learning in Spring 2020,
the initiation portion of the diffusion process was uncharacteristically rapid. At EUJ,
initiation happened quickly as an emergency response to a crisis. This pace of change
in an educational institution is unusual, but it is not unprecedented. In World War II,
for example, audiovisual technology became an important method of training large
numbers of soldiers quickly. That experience of crisis pedagogy forever changed the
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classroom, as filmstrips and other instructional media became accepted tools of the
trade (Bush, 2015).
War is one type of crisis that can disrupt education and initiate change. Other
crises that may necessitate educational change are natural disasters (Cela Hamm,
2016; Marchetta et al., 2018; Kurtz, 2019). Even less dramatic events, such as
snowstorms or power outages, can interrupt the normal course of teaching and
learning (Day, 2015). Then, of course, there are epidemics and pandemics. Even
before COVID-19, universities occasionally had to deal with disease outbreaks
(Meyer & Wilson, 2011). Since 2020, a growing body of research focuses on the
effects of the coronavirus on education. The coronavirus studies explore topics such
as student engagement (Trout, 2020), institutional response (Kummitha et al., 2021),
and faculty readiness for online teaching (Cutri & Mena, 2020; Marek et al., 2021).
Problem Statement
The future of online education at the university in this study depends on many
factors. External factors that may influence online education include the state of the
pandemic in Tokyo, which determines how safe people feel coming to campus.
Government regulations are another important factor. Either national or local
government could declare an SOE, request or mandate shutdowns, and institute stayat-home requests. Another important government-driven factor influencing online
education is travel bans. Throughout the pandemic, there are changing laws about
who may enter the country, what the quarantine regulations are, and whether student
visas are granted. This has meant that some students who left the country since
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February 2020 have been unable to return. A group of new students was able to enter
Japan in early January, but travel restrictions put into place on January 4, 2021,
strictly limited entry by foreign nationals. The country was more open for a time
during 2021, but by December 2021, even re-entry by Japanese citizens was closely
regulated, with required, 10-day quarantines at government facilities for those
returning from a long list of countries (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2022). The
university continually assesses how to manage students who cannot enter the country.
When and how these government-driven policies evolve continues to be a factor in
the change process underway at EUJ.
Internal factors have been equally important. One of these internal factors has
been administrative. For example, the dean initially stated a desire to return to faceto-face teaching as soon as possible. As the pandemic and online education
experiment continued, however, EUJ installed screens and cameras to create true
hybrid classrooms and expressed greater support for the university to continue online
offerings. Top-down influences are not the only important levers in organizational
change. For a change process to be successful, a vital consideration is the engagement
of those being asked to make the change (Zigarmi & Hoekstra, 2012). Therefore, an
important internal factor is how stakeholders at all levels experience and respond to
online education.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research was to provide insight into one aspect of the
change process by focusing on faculty experience with the crisis implementation of
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online education. Exploring how faculty view, reflect on, and respond to factors
involved in the change can provide greater understanding of those undergoing a
change process as well as potentially reveal strategies for coping with and growing
from crisis change.
The chosen Tokyo branch campus of an American university is an ideal
setting for this study. The fact that the undergraduate program had no online courses
before the pandemic meant that online education was truly an innovation—a new
thing to education at that university. Additionally, the early timing of the
implementation of online education relative to universities in other parts of the world
means that faculty at this university have been pioneers in the wholesale shift to
pandemic pedagogy.
Research Question and Importance of the Study
To fully explore faculty experience of the emergency transition to online
education, this study poses the following research question: How did faculty members
at an international university in Asia perceive, react to, and implement an acute
change from face-to-face to online course delivery during a global pandemic?
As stated above, a number of studies have been done on the relationship
between COVID-19 and education. Some of these focus on the response of faculty to
the emergency shift in educational delivery mode. However, what the studies have in
common is a focus on the situation surrounding the initial implementation of online
education. It is certainly valuable to understand how students, faculty, and institutions
respond to immediate crisis. Studying this emergency response can help prepare
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higher education for future crisis moments. However, exploring the more mid-term
adaptation to the change provides additional, deeper insight into such issues as the
consequences of the implementation and the ways in which online education has been
integrated into higher education. How will online education change as it moves from
being a crisis response to a routine (even if temporary) part of institutional operation?
How will teaching online change instructors’ initial perceptions of the medium? How
will a forced change in pedagogy influence faculty’s previous assumptions about and
practices of teaching and learning? Questions such as these can only be answered by
looking at the change process more retrospectively, after enough time has passed to
allow for redefining, clarifying, and routinizing the innovation.
Why Focus on Faculty?
In the implementation of online learning in higher education, faculty are the
initial adopters of the innovation. That is, they are the ones who must be the first to
use online delivery for education. If faculty do not offer their classes in an online
medium, students cannot take those classes online. While students are also important
in the implementation process, their experience of online education is highly
dependent on both if and how faculty use the innovation. As Ellsworth (2000) noted
in his discussion of educational change, for change to be successful, teachers must be
both on board with the change and competent with the innovation. In this case, it is
faculty who are the front line.
Organization of the Report
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The following chapters outline the relevant literature and methodology for this
project, present the results of the four case studies, and examine at the implications of
the study, drawing conclusions applicable to research and practice.
The literature review in Chapter 2, considers several factors related to the
general concept of organizational change. These are factors that influence how faculty
experience the implementation of online education during the COVID-19 pandemic.
These factors include the process of change, change in crisis, the idea of the adoption
of innovation, and the specific innovation being studied (online education). Finally,
factors affecting user response to change are discussed. Important to the theoretical
framework of this study are the Stages of Concern (SoC) described in the ConcernsBased Adoption Model of Hall and Hord (2019) as well as the role of reflection in the
experience of and response to change. In particular, Borton’s (1970) three-stage
model of reflective practice, combined with SoC, provides the framework for
understanding faculty experience.
Chapter 3 details the actual project: A case study of how four faculty members
at EUJ perceived, reacted to, and implemented online education during the COVID19 pandemic. This study uses in-depth interviews, supplemented by observations and
document analysis, to create a picture of how faculty encountered, reflected upon, and
responded to their concerns about online education due to crisis change.
Chapter 4 presents the results of in-depth interviews with each of the four
faculty members. It uses descriptive, narrative style to allow each case to describe
their experience in their own words. Borton’s (1970) model of reflection combined
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with SoC provides a framework through which to view aspects of this experience.
Chapter 5 contains cross-case analysis, looking at the cases side-by-side to compare
themes, similarities, and differences.
Chapter 6 discusses the implications of this research. While the experience of
crisis change might not be analogous to that of more deliberate changes, large-scale
crises are not going away anytime soon. There is much to be learned from these cases
about the concerns faced by teachers related to online education, acute change, and
change in general. The findings have relevance for policy and for pedagogy, as well
as suggesting further avenues for research exploring faculty experience of the change
process.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature
Change
The introduction to this project defines change as “an empirical observation of
differences in time on one or more dimensions of an entity” (Van de Ven & Rogers,
1988, pp. 638-639). This definition covers the important elements of change: It can be
observed only as it happens over time; It involves differences; The differences must
be related to specific aspects of the same entity. Change, therefore, is not an object or
an event, but a process; it involves movement and growth (or sometimes decay). This
is a very general definition of change, which could apply to processes as diverse as a
flower growing, an individual dying from cancer, or a city adopting a non-smoking
ordinance. The study of change, then, is the study of what happens before, during,
and after a process of something becoming different in some way.
Change in Organizations
The type of change that is the subject of this proposal, however, is a more
specific type of change. First, it is organizational change. Rogers (2003) defines an
organization as “a stable system of individuals who work together to achieve common
goals through a hierarchy or rank and division of labor” (p. 404). Considering EUJ as
an organization, it is, first of all, “stable.” The institution has been around, in much
the same form, since 1982; its parent organization in the U.S., since 1884. Longevity,
however, does not necessarily mean the same thing as stability. The idea of stability
implies that one can expect the organization to operate with relatively the same
mission, structure, and processes. The university is an educational institution that
owes its existence to the job of teaching students. Aspects of the institution and its

CRISIS, REFLECTION, AND CHANGE

32

mission may change, but it is “stable” in the sense that a student is not going to show
up one day and discover that the university is now a kindergarten or a beauty parlor.
The university is also a “system,” in the sense that it has parts and processes that
work together. The system is made up of individuals, who have agreed — out of a
commitment to the mission, a desire to earn a paycheck, or a sense of obligation — to
work toward some common goals. The foremost of these goals is to move students
through the process of earning a college degree. Here, as in other institutions, there is
a hierarchy. Faculty members in each department report to major coordinators. Major
coordinators report to the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs (ADAA), who in turn
reports to the Dean, who reports to superiors on the main campus. There is also a
division of labor. Some people teach. Others answer email from prospective students.
Others manage finances. Organizations have regular roles and authority structures, as
well as formal rules, policies, and procedures. Importantly, organizations also have
informal practices, expectations, and relationships. These are not written into the
bylaws, but they govern interactions and influence the daily operations of the
organization.
This ongoing interplay that involves individuals, groups, and the relationships
between them makes organizational change is more complex than individual change
(Rogers, 2003). Organizational change involves ideas, communicated by and to
people, as they engage in transactions (relationships), in a particular context, aiming
for certain outcomes (Van de Ven & Rogers, 1988). The general definition of change
offered earlier does not take into account the fact that change does not always go as
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planned. Jacobs et al. (2013) note that organizational change is very often associated
with failure. That is one reason for the growing market for change management
professionals (McGannon, 2016). Perhaps because of the complexity of
organizational change and the frequency of failure, much organizational change
research has focused on implementation (operationalizing or putting to use), rather
than the adoption (deciding to use) (Van de Ven & Rogers, 1988). In an organization,
the decision to change may be made by a single person, but the actual carrying out of
the change must be done organization-wide, through changed policies and
procedures, as well as through individual changes in behaviors and attitudes of
individuals. In organizations, some people may champion a change, while others
oppose it (Rogers, 2003).
Rogers (2003) identifies three types of decisions surrounding change in
organizations. First, there are optional decisions, in which individuals can choose
whether to make a change. An example might be a company offering free language
lessons to its employees. The second type of decision is a consensus decision, which
is a change decision made by the group. An example of this type of decision might be
a world languages department voting to adopt a new series of textbooks for their
French classes. The decision is made communally, but then individuals must abide by
it or face the consequences. Finally, there are authority decisions, such as a company
president announcing that the company will begin using a new system for tracking
vacation and sick leave. Individuals in the organization do not have a choice whether
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to make this change; if they want to remain part of the organization, they must
change. Many organizational change decisions are of this third type.
Whether change is individual, consensus, or authority driven, those who study
change emphasize that it is never easy. Jacobs et al. (2013) called change “a risky
strategy” (p. 772) and Fullan (2016) noted that, regardless of whether change is made
by choice or by fiat, “all real change involves anxiety, loss, and struggle” (p. 19).
Both Fullan and Jacobs et al. stressed that ignoring the reality of the difficulty of
change leads to a misunderstanding of the change process. Change cannot be
successful, they argued, unless the human element is taken into account.
Educational Change
The university, however, is not only an organization, but a particular kind of
organization — an educational organization. Change in educational organizations has
a history of challenge and difficulty. Fullan (2016) traced the history of educational
change from the progressive era of the 1950s through the misguided attempts to
control outputs through programs such as No Child Left Behind and Race to the Top.
He noted that reform has been difficult, slow, and often ineffective. A particularly
telling point is that when the idea of “implementation” came into common use in the
1970s, it was mostly associated with “failed implementation” (p. 5).
Fullan (2016) noted several reasons for the difficult history of educational
change. The overarching problem is that most change focuses on either adoption of
some new technology or idea, or on the desired outcome of the change. The problem
with the first driver, adoption of technology or ideas, is twofold. First, not all ideas
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are appropriate for all contexts. Second, ideas, good or otherwise, do not by
themselves bring about change. They must be implemented (put into practice) and
continued (solidified as part of the organizational operation) to make a lasting
difference.
The second driver for change, desired outcome, often sets worthy goals
(Fullan cited the U.S. Common Core standards as an example of this), but without
direction about how one is supposed to get from here to there. Much of this type of
change is due to external pressure, incentives, and disincentives.
Fullan (2016) argued that a necessary component for successful educational
change is attention to “the phenomenology of change,” (p. 9) the way that real people
experience change and develop meaning around change. It is important to pay
attention to both what is to change (and make sure that it is really a good idea) and
how the change is going to happen in the context of people’s daily lives.
Few scholars argue that educational change is not necessary. Some (e.g.,
Ravitch, 2014) argued that change programs (vouchers, charter schools) pursue the
wrong ends, or related, that change efforts are often ill thought-out. Yaylaci and
Yaylaci (2016) for example, pointed out that technology has been uncritically
incorporated into Turkey’s schools without concern for whether “edutainment” (their
word) is a good idea. Calls for attention to the unintended consequences of change
include greater social and economic inequality (Cheng & Peterson, 2021; Ravitch,
2014), increased workload and instructional challenge for teachers (Buthelezi, 2018;
Goffe & Kauper, 2014), or simply failure of the change to take hold, leading to
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wasted time, money, and effort (Baglibel et al., 2018; Datnow, 2016). Even scholars
such as Postman (2006), who warned against the uncritical acceptance of technology,
or Clark (1983) who questioned the usefulness of educational technology in his “no
significant difference” argument, are not saying that change is unnecessary. They are
simply questioning the type of change proposed.
Change in Higher Education
In addition to general educational change, higher education faces specific
challenges. Thelin (2011) concluded his historical review and analysis of higher
education in America with the assessment that colleges and universities have drifted
from their original purposes — to educate students — and instead pursued
fundraising, athletics, and research in medicine and technology. Jacobs et al. (2013)
pointed out that change is often the result of a lack of fit between an organization and
its environment. Organizations, they explain, tend to begin in a state of good fit with
their environment. They fulfill a particular role in a particular way that is perceived as
useful to external stakeholders and whose importance is shared by internal
stakeholders. Over time, however, a variety of factors affect fit. These factors could
be environmental, political, or legal. They might involve new ideas or new
technology. With regard to the current state of higher education, some factors
affecting an institution’s fit with its environment might include the increasingly
diverse background and preparation of the student body, the rising cost of college,
coupled with student loan debt, the increasingly global nature of higher education, the
value of a college degree (and what a college degree should signify), and the
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incorporation of technology (Thelin, 2011). This list is far from exhaustive, but
illustrates that higher education has issues of fit that touch on a wide variety of
potential changes.
Education Requires Change
The literature discusses change as a needed response to a problem with the
way education is working. It also addresses change as an attempt to restore fit with
the environment of the educational institution. Another potential motivation raised by
Senge (2013), is that education, in a way, is change. Senge defines learning as
“metanoia — a shift of mind” (p. 12). This is similar to Dewey’s conception of
education as growth (Noddings, 2016). It is beyond the scope of this study to discuss
the philosophical basis for higher education, it is relevant to acknowledge that the
relationship between change and education is an essential one, distinct from other
fields.
Change causes ambiguity. Fullan (2016) echoes the idea of change as
inevitable. Nevertheless, he describes the experience of educational change as highly
ambivalent for those experiencing it. The process of change is, in many ways, a
communication process (Rogers, 2003), in which those involved in the change seek to
reduce that ambiguity through understanding more about the change.
Change in Crisis
Most of the literature around change in education deals with planned change.
Another very real driver for educational change, however, is crisis. Understanding the
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context in which change occurs is important in understanding the change, and it is
certainly important to those experiencing it (Englund, et al., 2018).
Natural Disasters. Various kinds of crisis change to education have been the
subject of studies. Cela Hamm (2016) looked at higher education reform following
the 2010 earthquake in Haiti. She found that the earthquake was a critical event that
prompted the Haitian diaspora to take an interest in higher education in that country,
bringing attention to a sector that was previously not on the development radar. Kurtz
(2019) also studied education in the wake of natural disaster, focusing on students
who had been displaced by the 2017 hurricane in Puerto Rico. She studied the
potential of an educational intervention to help students whose education had been
disrupted by disaster. Marchetta et al. (2018) found that natural disasters and other
weather events tend to have a greater negative impact on the education of students
from less advantaged socioeconomic backgrounds. In Madagascar, where the study
was conducted, events such as droughts, flooding, cyclones, and damaging rain
contributed to students from poorer households leaving school prematurely to enter
the workforce.
Educational disruption does not happen only in major crisis. Even more minor
events, such as snowstorms and power outages, can prompt school closures. Day
(2015) studied the use of online education via Skype as a mechanism for educational
continuity when unexpected events mean that professors and students cannot be in the
same place. In a statement that now appears prescient, he concluded that “web-based
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conferencing . . . is a viable form of course delivery under emergency situations” (p.
86).
War. War is another event that can disrupt education. SchWeber (2008)
discussed the use of online education as a response to conflict in Lebanon and Israel.
Such disruptive events can also lead to lasting innovation. The widespread use of
filmstrips in education following World War II was mentioned earlier. Additionally,
the training needs of that war launched extensive investigation into how adults learn,
leading to Houle’s principles of adult education, which still underlie much theory in
that area (Stubblefield & Keane, 1994).
Disease. Natural disasters and war are not the only crisis events that affect
education. Years before COVID-19. Meyer and Wilson (2011) conducted a survey of
50 public universities in the U.S. to understand their emergency plans in response to
the H1N1 virus (swine flu). They found that only one university mentioned online
learning as a way to deliver education to students. Perhaps more surprisingly, only a
third of the universities included in their emergency plans any provision for
continuing education at all.
Clearly, COVID-19 is not the first time that external emergencies have forced
education to adapt. What was unprecedented about the situation that began in Spring
2020 was both the global scope of the pandemic and the protracted nature of the
educational disruption. At the time of this writing, some universities have already
passed the two-year point of online education.
COVID-19 and Online Education
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Online education has been around for decades. The following sections of this
literature review discuss the research related to this innovation. Since Spring 2020,
however, a growing body of literature has been emerging surrounding emergency
online education due to COVID-19. Some research has focused on student
perspectives (e.g., Trout, 2020). Both Trout and Blizak et al. (2020) found that
students’ initial perceptions of online education in the pandemic were negative. The
majority of students reported that they learned more in face-to-face courses and
wanted to return to that familiar mode of delivery. Jojoa et al. (2021) found that
student experience of online education during the pandemic was at least partially
dependent on the support they received from the university. An interesting study by
Selveraj et al. (2021) explored attitudes toward emergency online education in four
groups: students in school (pre-college), college students, schoolteachers, and college
professors. All four groups expressed a strong preference for face-to-face learning,
stating that it was better for learning, engagement, and attentiveness. The college
students, even more than the younger survey respondents, indicated that direct
interaction with instructors was essential for learning.
Other studies took a more organizational perspective. Kummitha et al. (2021)
looked at institutional efforts by universities to address inequalities in online
education. Some students had better access to technology than others, with the result
that the pandemic disproportionately disrupted the education of less
socioeconomically advantaged students. Hastuti et al. (2021) also noted that lack of
access to adequate technology was a barrier to online education for some students. It
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is interesting that these studies confirm the findings of Marchetta et al. (2018) about
the more negative effect of weather disasters on students from poorer families. In
another organizational study, Smith et al. (2020) examined the adaptation of one
department to online education.
Some studies addressed the perspective of faculty—the first adopters of online
education. Moralista and Oducado (2020) surveyed faculty response to the
implementation of online education in the Philippines. They found that while all
faculty members were comfortable using a computer, few had training in online
teaching. This points to the complex nature of the innovation. Online education has a
hardware and software component, requiring both access to technology and the
competence to use the tools. It also has a pedagogical component, requiring changes
in the actual practices of teaching. Ramlo (2021) found that faculty members who
enjoyed technology generally had a positive attitude toward the transition to online
education. On the other hand, those who focused on what the technology could not do
(for example, interpersonal connection) had a more negative experience. The
technological and pedagogical aspect of the innovation of online education is
discussed in more detail in a later section of this paper.
Marek et al. (2021) conducted a global survey of faculty about their
experiences converting classes to online during Spring 2020. In line with Moralista
and Oducado’s (2020) smaller-scale survey, they found that both pedagogical and
technological factors played a part in faculty experience. An important finding in
their survey is that responses exhibited a great deal of variability, meaning that the
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experience of respondents differed widely, reflecting the importance of context for
faculty experience.
Marek et al. (2021) reported that faculty used a variety of tools for online
teaching. Eighty-five percent used chat applications such as Messenger, Line, or
What’s App. Faculty noted that these tools “lessen the psychological distance
between students and teachers” (p. 104). Almost all used an LMS, though only 43
percent used a standardized system provided by their institution. Nearly 80 percent
used synchronous instruction.
In terms of student engagement, Marek et al. (2021) found that teachers, on
average, perceived similar or slightly more student participation in the online setting.
However, the quantitative question had a high standard variation, meaning different
teachers had very different perceptions of student engagement. Many teachers (77.5
percent) found implementing online learning “somewhat more work” or “very much
more work” (p. 98). The majority thought there was potential for their classes to
continue to be taught online, and they expected to make many changes in their
curriculum and pedagogy if this were the case.
These studies also found that demographic factors may have affected faculty
attitudes toward online education. Moralista and Oducado (2020) found that female
faculty members had more positive attitudes toward online teaching than male faculty
members. Additionally, older faculty, who tended to have a higher academic rank and
more teaching experience, favored the online medium, while younger, less
experienced, and less tenured faculty had more negative attitudes. This latter finding,
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they note, may have been influenced by greater health concerns older faculty had
about teaching in person during the pandemic. However, Marek et al. (2021) also
found that adjunct faculty experienced more difficulty transitioning to online
education, as did those with moderate or no prior online teaching experience (zero to
five courses).
In another study focusing on faculty, Cutri & Mena (2020) noted that faculty
felt vulnerable when mandated to teach online because their professional identity and
competency may be called into question when they are required to teach in a new
way, even if that new way is necessitated by a pandemic. The survey conducted by
Marek et al.’s (2021) supports the point that just because faculty were ready to
transition to online education does not mean that they liked it. Instead, there was a
prevailing attitude of professors that they needed to do what was necessary to support
students. The issue of teachers’ professional identity and educational change is
discussed in a following section.
In one of the few examples of a study that included a longer-term perspective,
Selvaraj et al. (2021) also asked respondents whether they thought online education
could replace in-person instruction. While the response from all groups was mostly
negative, the largest percentage of positive responses came from college faculty. The
may indicate that faculty see more potential in online education, implemented
properly, than do others in the education community.
The Process of Change
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The previous section examined drivers of educational change. This next
section introduces literature on the process of change. Before discussing the literature
on the change process, it is important to define a few terms. First, Rogers (2003), who
has researched and written about change since the 1960s, conceptualized change in
terms of the adoption of innovation. As discussed earlier, there is change that does not
involve adopting innovation (such as natural growth and decay processes). In
education, however, much change involves the adoption process. Adoption refers to
accepting and putting into use of a particular idea, process, or item—an innovation.
Research on the adoption of innovation has focused on innovations as diverse as seed
corn, pesticides, non-smoking ordinances, email, and AIDS prevention. While the
word innovation implies that something is new, the innovation in question need not
actually be new. It simply needs to be new—or perceived as new—to the person or
organization considering its adoption.
Rogers (2003) identified five stages in the process of adopting innovations,
which he then grouped into two categories: initiation and implementation. In the
initiation category, the stages are agenda-setting and matching. Agenda-setting
happens when a need is identified. The identification of needs, Rogers pointed out, is
continuous in organizations. Leaders in an organization are constantly sorting
through, considering, and prioritizing needs. A common trigger of the change process
at this point is a performance gap, a discontinuity between the goals of the
organization and its actual activities and outcomes. This idea is nearly identical to the
concept of “fit” identified by Jacobs et al. (2013). When a performance gap or need is
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identified as important, agenda-setting then involves looking for solutions either
internal or external to the organization. Sometimes, it is not a performance gap that
drives the change, but rather what Jacobs et al. called knowledge sharing or
technology. Change is precipitated by a technological or procedural innovation that
people within the organization decide would be beneficial. Rogers quoted March
(1981), who wrote that in organizational change “[a]nswers often precede questions”
(p. 422). This fits with Fullan’s (2016) contention that in education, technology can
be a driver of ill-considered change. Someone discovers an exciting new technology
and manufactures an educational need to promote its use.
After agenda setting, the next stage is matching. At this point, the identified
need is paired with a proposed solution. (Or, alternatively, a need is identified to
match the pre-identified solution). Once a solution is found, the process moves into
implementation, which Rogers (2003) defines as “all the events, actions, and
decisions involved in putting an innovation into use” (p. 424). He divided
implementation into three stages: redefining/restructuring, clarifying, and routinizing.
Redefining/restructuring is related to the concept of reinvention. When an
innovation is reinvented, it is adapted and changed to fit the needs of the person or
organization that adopts it. At the same time, the person or organization changes to
accommodate the innovation. After the redefinition/restructuring stage, the process
enters the clarifying stage, when the use of the innovation spreads throughout the
organization. At this stage, members of the organization seek to understand the
meaning of the innovation—what it is for, how it works, how it will change their
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daily life and work. Rogers (2003) notes that the clarifying stage involves social
construction, as the meaning of the innovation for the organization is negotiated in
interactions among the members of the organization, who gradually form a common
understanding of the innovation.
The final stage in the process of organizational adoption of innovation is
routinizing (also called sustaining or institutionalization). At this stage, the innovation
becomes part of the regular habits, procedures, and policies of the members of an
organization. Of course, at any point in the process, the innovation may be
discontinued. This may happen because the organization’s leaders decide against
continuing to use the innovation. It may also happen because members of the
organization simply refuse or forget to use it.
Rogers (2003) identified three characteristics of innovations that affect
whether they are routinized or discontinued: the degree of reinvention of the
innovation by the organization, the fit between the innovation and the organization,
and the presence of a champion. A champion is someone inside the organization who
drives the process of adoption through promoting the innovation, explaining it to
people, and modeling its use.
It is at this point where the process of adopting innovation differs from the
process of change. When an innovation is either routinized or discontinued, one could
say that the adoption of innovation process is complete. The change process,
however, is larger than the adoption process. Regardless of what happens with an
innovation, the organization and its members will have experienced change. The
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work of Jacobs et al. (2013) illustrates the consequences of change and clarifies how
the change process continues.
Jacobs et al. (2013) noted that it is important to consider how the change
process affects the organization’s performance. They measure performance in two
ways. First, in terms of external fidelity, how do people outside the organization view
the change? Is the organization perceived as having stayed true to its purpose and
mission as external stakeholders understand them? Second, performance is measured
by internal identity. Do the members of an organization understand the change as
congruent with their conception of who they are as an organization and how they
should operate? Any lack of fit, either in terms of external fidelity or internal identity
will feed back into the change process, triggering more change in a continual effort to
achieve fit.
The idea of fit relates to Fullan’s (2016) argument that it is vital to consider
not only the content of change, but also the process. Fullan focuses on successful
change as that which builds capacity, increases stakeholder ownership, and reshapes
good ideas. The issue in educational change is therefore not simply the innovation
being adopted, but how that innovation is adopted. Fullan describes three stages in
what he calls the traditional model of educational change. These are similar to, but
not identical with, those outlined by Rogers (2003).
The three stages are initiation, implementation, and continuation. In the
initiation phase, a change is proposed or imposed. In implementation, the members of
an organization try to put the proposed change into action. Continuation (which
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Fullan also calls “institutionalization”) happens when the change is sustained over
time (for a period of years, for example). Fullan (2016) emphasizes that the change
process is not linear: An organization can move back and forth between phases, and
various factors may complicate change at each phase. One important factor is the
source of the change, which could be systemic and external, or smaller-scale and
internal. Another important factor is who initiates the change — which stakeholders
are involved in the decision-making process? Is it, in Roger’s (2003) terms,
individual, consensus-based, or authority driven?
Once a change is initiated, it must be implemented. Fullan (2016) cautions
that what often happens in educational change is that innovation is adopted, but not
implemented. Therefore, it does not actually produce desired results. Implementation
is difficult because it requires coordinating perhaps hundreds (or thousands) of people
who may have unique agendas and needs. He notes that in education, change
generally involves at least three aspects: changes in pedagogy, curriculum, and beliefs
or values. Factors affecting implementation include characteristics of the specific
change, local context, the organizational structure and hierarchy, and the capacity of
the organization, among others.
The final stage is continuation. Will the change, in some form, become part of
the organizational structure? Fullan (2016) identifies factors affecting continuation.
Examples include policies and budgets providing for the change, people within the
organization who are committed to the change, and a support system for the change.
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The previous sections have discussed the idea of adoption of innovation and
the broader concept of the process of change within an organization. The following
section provides a brief discussion of the specific innovation of online education.
Online Education
Online education is also called virtual learning, Internet-based education, and
web-based education. Adapting a definition from the Web Education Systems Project
(Paulsen, 2002), online education is teaching and learning provided by an educational
organization and using Internet technology that takes place when participants are
distributed spatially but can communicate with one another. According to this
definition, important characteristics of online education that distinguish it from other
types of learning include the following:
1. An educational institution is involved; it is different from self-education.
2. A web-based network is used to facilitate the education process; it is different
from other kinds of distance learning, e.g., correspondence learning by mail.
3. Teachers and students are in different places; it is different from computermediated classroom teaching.
4. Teachers and students can communicate with each other; it is different from
educational programming via podcast or video.
Issues in Online Education
The following discussion presents some ideas about and issues surrounding
online education, in order to provide some lenses through which to consider the
specific innovation of online education.
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Transactional Distance. When seeking to understand the phenomenon of
online education, Moore’s (2018) theory of Transactional Distance is a helpful
structuring principle. Moore developed this theory of distance education from
Dewey’s idea of learning as a “transaction” between students and teachers. Although
online education is not identical with distance education, it is a category of distance
education. Thus, the theory of transactional distance is often used in the literature
surrounding online education.
Online education and other forms of distance education do involve physical
distance. However, according to Moore (2018), the challenge is not so much the
physical distance as the communication process between teachers and learners who
must communicate over space and time. Transactional distance can be conceived of
as “the gap between the understanding of a teacher (or teaching team) and that of a
learner” (Moore, p. 34). Blue (2015) found that transactional distance exists even in
face-to-face learning; the presence of physical separation, however, tends to increase
transactional distance because the separation of space means that communication
happens through a medium such as video or email. This increases the potential for
misunderstanding in transactions.
Structure, Dialogue, and Autonomy. Moore (2018) outlined three aspects of
distance learning that have an impact on transactional distance: structure, dialogue,
and learner autonomy. Structure refers to the flexibility of the course design. Courses
with a more rigid structure cannot accommodate different learner needs or
preferences, while those with a more flexible structure permit more individualization
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of learning. The second element, dialogue, involves the amount of “constructive
interpersonal interaction” (Moore, 2018, p. 36) among participants in the course.
Moore contended that various factors, such as class size, individual student ability
and willingness to contribute, and language barriers may affect course dialogue.
Teacher responsiveness—the timeliness and amount of feedback—is also a major
contributor to dialogue in a course (Blue, 2015; Davey et al., 2019; Huang et al.,
2016; Maddrell et al., 2017).
The final factor influencing transactional distance, in Moore’s (2018) theory,
is autonomy: How able are students are to manage their own learning? In online
education, much of the burden for learning is shifted from the teacher to the student.
This can be seen as an advantage of the medium, making education more studentcentered (Christensen et al., 2017). Autonomy is, of course, highly dependent on
individual student characteristics. Huang et al. (2016) for example, found that adult
learners (those over the age of 25) may have greater autonomy than younger students.
Moore’s (2018) idea that instructors can vary the amounts of structure and dialogue to
encourage greater student autonomy is discussed below.
In Moore’s (2018) model, a more rigid course structure tends to increase
transactional distance, while increased dialogue tends to reduce transactional
distance. Several studies seem to support the inverse relationship between dialogue
and transactional distance. In a study of graduate students in distance education
courses, Maddrell et al. (2017) found that dialogue is a matter of negotiated control
between student and instructor and can be used to create community in an online
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environment. Huang et al. (2016), following Moore, defined dialogue as
communication that is frequent, purposeful, constructive, and positive. In a study that
included both undergraduate and graduate students in online classes, they found that
increased dialogue led to decreased transactional distance. Blue (2015) surveyed
experts in online education and found that most agreed with statements such as
“Students view more interaction from their instructor as a motivator for achievement”
(p. 84) and “Psychological distance can be improved through dialogue” (p. 87).
Interestingly, both Huang et al. (2016) and Maddrell et al. (2017) found that
courses that were highly structured also tended to have decreased transactional
distance, which is the opposite of what the transactional distance theory posits. Huang
et al. suggested that this difference from Moore’s original theory may have to do with
newer technologies, both asynchronous and synchronous, that allow for greater
flexibility within a structure. It is possible, however, that the difference lies more in
the way in which the word “structure” is being used in each instance. Moore (2018)
discussed structure as lack of flexibility in course design. Huang et al. (2016) and
Maddrell et al. (2016), conversely, seem to be conceptualizing structure as the
amount of pre-planning that goes into a course. Indeed, Huang defines high structure
as “clearly defined course elements with built-in accommodation to individual
learners needs and the inclusion of opportunity for learners to learn in multiple ways”
(p. 738). This definition implies flexibility, which would mean that under Moore’s
definition, such a course actually has low structure.
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Criticism of the Model. Gorsky and Caspi (2005) critiqued the transactional
distance model. In a review of empirical studies using transactional distance, they
concluded that the concept is not validated by research, which they believe shows that
all reduction in transactional distance can be attributed to increased dialogue. They
argued that the model conceptualizes discourse as understanding and transactional
distance as misunderstanding, and, therefore, is merely positing that as understanding
increases, misunderstanding decreases. This, however, seems to be an
oversimplification of the case. While dialogue is an action occurring between the
student and teacher or the student and other students, transactional distance is a
perception of misunderstanding. Despite the criticism, the Theory of Transactional
Distance (Moore, 2018) retains prominence as a framework to explain dimensions of
online education.
Dimensions of Transactional Distance. Transactional distance can be
considered along four dimensions: student-teacher, student-student, student-content,
and student-technology (Weidlich & Bastiaens, 2018). Several researchers note the
importance of the technological element and its ability to either enhance or detract
from student engagement and learning (Lin, 2014; Martin et al., 2012; Montelongo,
2018; Montelongo, 2019).
In fact, Weidlich and Bastiaens (2018) found that, in online education, all
other dimensions of transactional distance are at least partially dependent on
technology. In their study of the relationship of student satisfaction with online
education to transactional distance, they found that satisfaction was associated with a
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positive attitude towards technology. Their research indicated that this depended both
on the student’s own facility with technology and the student’s perception that the
technology was well-designed and functional (i.e., it could be used to meet learning
goals). In addition to facility of students and functionality of technology, a third
important aspect of student-technology transactional distance is access to appropriate
technology, including equipment such as laptops and webcams, as well as reliable
Internet (Dintoe, 2018; Lin, 2014).
Social Presence. It is vital to consider technology when thinking about online
education as a phenomenon, because the technology is the medium through which all
other transactions occur. When considering the other kinds of transactions (studentteacher, student-student, and student-content) the theoretical construct of social
presence is helpful.
Social presence is “the ability of learners to project themselves socially and
emotionally, thereby being perceived as ‘real people’ in mediated communication”
(Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007, p. 159). Although this definition focuses on the learner,
instructors also seek to develop a sense of presence in distance education. Garrison
and Arbaugh referred to this as “teaching presence,” and noted that it includes such
aspects as course design and organization, interaction with students, and instruction
(p. 159). Developing a “community of inquiry” (p. 159) that promotes both social
presence and teaching presence is both possible and desirable in the online
environment, they argued.
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In addition to social presence and teaching presence, the final aspect of a
community of inquiry is cognitive presence, “the extent to which learners are able to
construct and confirm meaning through sustained reflection and discourse” (p. 161).
While Garrison and Arbaugh (2007) found that a sense of community is not the only
factor in student satisfaction—students do, after all, usually recognize that they are
taking a class to learn skills or content, not merely as a social outlet—they also found
that community is important. Following Dewey’s constructivist paradigm, they
viewed learning as the process of exploring and connecting ideas in a group
environment. Social presence, therefore, might be considered a necessary, but not
sufficient, condition for online learning.
Like Garrison and Arbaugh, Weidlich and Bastiaens (2017) found that social
presence alone is not sufficient for effective online learning. Their research indicated
that students’ perception that they were learning was the strongest predictor of
confidence and satisfaction in an online environment. They also found, however, that
social presence tended to lead to social interaction and “positive communication
behavior” (p. 484) — what Moore’s theory would call dialogue. Thus, a sense of
social presence certainly can aid learning by creating a social space where dialogue is
more likely to occur.
Best Practices in Online Education
Viewing online learning as happening in a community of inquiry is helpful
because it highlights the interconnections between the more social aspects of
engaging with other learners and the cognitive elements of developing knowledge and
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skill in particular areas. As is the case in face-to-face classrooms, learning online is
more likely to take place when students feel a sense of connection to the teacher, to
one another, and to the material. Tinto (2017) highlights the role of a sense of
belonging in contributing to student motivation, identifying it as one of the
preconditions for college student persistence.
The following section discusses some of the best practices in online education.
These are the things that instructors can do in order to promote dialogue and social
presence. Given the discussion above, these practices should lead to greater
understanding of the material, a stronger sense of community in the class, and
therefore a greater sense of belonging and motivation in students.
Culturally Responsive Teaching. One area to consider when looking at best
practices in online education is Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT). Artze-Vega
and Delgado (2019) noted that students from underserved groups often perform more
poorly online than in face-to-face classes. They cautioned against an overemphasis on
learning content that leads to an underemphasis on the context (community) for
learning. The importance of student interaction and social presence for online
learning was also highlighted by Collier (2012), Davey et al. (2019), Martin et al.
(2012), and Sharoff (2019).
Cultural responsiveness is one of several best practices for online education.
Gay (2000) defined CRT as "using the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames
of reference, and performance styles of ethnically diverse students to make learning
encounters more relevant to and effective for them” (p. 29). Artze-Vega and Delgado
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(2019) argued that the online environment does not obviate the need to consider
cultural bias. Similarly, Gee (2012) pointed out that just like traditional literacy,
digital literacy has different grades, and learning the “premium grade” (p. 1) is what
will lead to meaningful work and financial success. He wrote that for students to
benefit from digital learning, they need “talk, interaction, and mentoring” (p. 3).
The practices advocated for cultural responsiveness in online teaching,
moreover, focus on the learner as a whole person, rather than just a recipient of
course content (Woodley et al., 2017). Therefore, these are many of the same
practices advocated for online teaching in general (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Martin
et al., 2012).; The two most common recommendations, and those that have the most
relevance for this study can be tied to Moore’s (2018) transactional distance
framework, as they relate to structure and discourse.
Course Structure. As previously mentioned, research indicates that student
satisfaction with online learning can be enhanced through a carefully planned
structure that is responsive to learner needs. Blue (2015) surveyed online education
experts, who agreed that courses should be carefully designed for the online
environment. Advantages of online learning include flexibility of time and space (Lin
et al., 2014), the potential for personalization, student-directed learning, and the cocreation of content (Davey et al., 2019; Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007). In order to
capitalize on these strengths, instructors must understand how content, pedagogy, and
technology interact.
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Davey et al. (2019), along with others (Artze-Vega & Delgado, 2019; Sharoff,
2019; Woodley et al, 2017) advocated for the priority of “pedagogy over technology”
(p. 5). This means that that planning should begin with the student and the learning
objectives, not with the technology itself. Tools such as Zoom or Google Docs or
Voice Thread are merely that—tools for enabling student learning. This is the domain
of instructional design, “an organized procedure that includes the steps of analyzing,
designing, developing, implementing and evaluating instruction” (IT Domains, n.d.).
Those five steps are represented by the acronym ADDIE, perhaps the most wellknown conceptual framework for designing instruction. At the university level,
instructional design is not necessarily a part of faculty’s normal thought process, nor
do most university faculty have training in instructional design (Khalil & Elkhider,
2016). The incorporation of technology—or the necessity of moving a whole class
online—can lead faculty to consider design issues. A wide variety of frameworks and
models for instructional design exist. Some well-known models include the Dick &
Carey Model, Gagne’s Nine Events of Instruction, and Merrill’s Component Display
Model and Principles of Instruction (Dabbagh, 2014). Another helpful model for this
kind of thinking is the ASSURE model (Smaldino et al., 2011). ASSURE is an
acronym for a six-step planning process for incorporating technology into education:
Analyze learners; State objectives; Select methods, media, and materials; Utilize
media and materials; Require learner participation, and Evaluate and revise (Collier,
2014). While this and other models have been used with the integration of technology
in traditional classrooms as well as online, the focus on what might be called
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backwards planning or design thinking is in line with recommendations for online
education.
Promoting Discourse. In the area of discourse, the literature encourages the
promotion of social presence and teaching presence online. This can be done through
group projects, discussion forums (Blue, 2015), prompt and consistent feedback
(Davey et al., 2019), high-context teaching using both verbal and nonverbal
communication (Montelongo, 2019), and being a visual presence online (Martin et al,
2012). Synchronous features such as webcams, chat tools, emoticons, and application
sharing can help promote discourse (Martin et al., 2012). Another important part of
effective discourse is clarity of expectations for students (Woodley et al., 2017).
The less autonomous students are, the greater the need for well-designed
structure and consistent dialogue. This need for faculty to be, as Montelongo (2018)
wrote, “hyper-engaged” (p. 75) can be a challenge for instructors thrust into the world
of online teaching.
Factors Influencing the Adoption of Innovation
So far, this chapter has discussed the process of educational change and the
specific innovation of online education. The following section looks at a variety of
factors associated with the adoption of innovations. Each of these factors is related to
how adopters perceive the innovation in relation to themselves. In the discussion that
follows, each factor is considered in relation to online education. Considering these
factors may aid understanding of how faculty experience the implementation of
online education.
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Characteristics of the Innovation
Rogers (2003) discusses five characteristics of innovations that tend to
promote adoption. While the characteristics refer to the innovation, the important
player here is what Rogers calls the “target user” — the person who will be making
decisions about whether and how to employ the innovation. It is this user whose
perceptions of an innovation’s characteristics influence whether it will be adopted.
The characteristics include:
1. Relative advantage. Is the innovation perceived as better than what it
replaces?
2. Compatibility. Is the innovation congruent with the values and needs
of the target users?
3. Complexity. Is the innovation easy to use?
4. Trialability. Can target users try out the innovation before adopting?
5. Observability. Can target users see how the innovation works for
others? Araujo and Luiz’s (2015) study of a similar set of similar
factors determining the use of technological innovation in online
learning found that not all these factors are equally salient when the
innovation in question is online education: The most important were
compatibility, relative advantage, and demonstrated results (similar to
observability). This study noted as well, however, that the specific
context in which adoption of online education is happening may well
influence which factors are most important.
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In reference specifically to educational innovation, Fullan (2016) discussed
the characteristics of clarity, complexity, and quality. Clarity is similar to
observability or demonstrated results in that it implies that the people who are going
to use the innovation need to be able to understand what it is and how it works. Fullan
points out, however, that there is such a thing as false clarity or oversimplification.
Sometimes users may think that they understand a tool or idea without having a true
idea of its use and consequences. Complexity in Fullan’s model is not necessarily
directly related to the innovation. Instead, complexity involves the degree of
difficulty and extent of the proposed change. How much new knowledge do people
have to learn? How much skill do they need to develop? How much do values and
beliefs need to alter if this change is going to work? This is similar to what Rogers’
(2003) called compatibility. Finally, the idea of quality (similar to relative advantage)
relates to the practicality and intrinsic value of a proposed program or project. Is the
change a good idea? Is it a good idea for this context? Do we have the resources to
carry it out?
In Disrupting Class, Christensen et al. (2017) also posited a model of change
for online education based on the characteristics of the technology. Christensen et al.
predicted that computers and the internet would spark “disruptive” change in
education. They defined a disruptive innovation as one that provides greater access to
a product or service and targets non-consumers. Thus, disruptive innovations begin
with less expensive and lower quality versions of the technology. Computers, he
predicted, would provide access — in this case to education—in a way that is
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inexpensive and simple to use, but initially not as high quality as the more expensive,
face-to-face versions of education. As the technology improves and more people
adopt the new model, however, it becomes higher quality, eventually displacing the
old model (Christensen et al., 2017). Christensen et al. argued that computer-based
learning (including, but not limited to, fully online education) could be more studentcentered and efficient than the current teacher-driven model.
One barrier to the advancement of online education has been the perception
that online education is impersonal. This relates to the earlier discussion of
transactional distance. Concerns about the impersonal nature of online education fall
into Rogers’ (2003) categories of relative advantage and compatibility. Dunagan
(2018) argued that online education is not inherently impersonal. Rather, she claimed
that the perception has arisen because Internet technology has been used to support
traditional teaching methods (lectures, textbooks), which fail to take advantage of the
medium’s unique potential for flexibility and student centeredness. As technology
improves and pedagogy advances, the possibility of creating a social presence in an
online community becomes more real (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Weidlich &
Bastiaens, 2017).
Although increased access to learning is one of online education’s greatest
advantages (Dunagan, 2018), lack of access to technology can be a barrier to the
adoption of online learning (Dintoe, 2018; Mirzajani et al., 2016). In developing
countries and rural areas of developed nations, reliable Internet may be prohibitively
expensive or unavailable. Again, this is a compatibility issue.
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Environmental Conditions and Adoption of Innovation
The issue of access relates to models of adoption of innovation that focus on
environmental conditions. Ellsworth (2000) lists several conditions that promote
innovation in education. These include available resources, early adopters with
knowledge and skill to promote change, the expectation that target users will
participate in the change, rewards and support for participation, and leadership that
provides both practical and emotional support. Chow and Croxton (2017) noted the
importance of these environmental factors, pointing out that faculty need to have
practical, technical support so that they can use the technology.
Other conditions driving the spread of online education in the years before the
COVID-19 pandemic included the desire for internationalization and diversification
of the student body (Moreira, 2016; Schejbal, 2016). Enrollment is also a driver of
online education; schools may offer online classes either to cope with increased
enrollment or to recruit new students in times of falling enrollment. These factors
point to the importance of the category of relative advantage—how online education
may provide efficiencies to the work that the university is supposed to do or increase
its status in the community.
On the other hand, Ellsworth (2000) cited time as an important factor driving
adoption of innovation in education. He advocated that administration provide time
for faculty to learn, adapt, and integrate the new technology, as well as time to reflect
upon how the technology impacts their practice. Similarly, Mays et al. (2018) argued
that providing quality distance education requires schools to seriously rethink many
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assumptions about higher education, including how students learn, allocation of
resources, and faculty course load and schedule.
Schejbal (2016) looked at student demand as one of many environmental
factors that has caused online education to increase in popularity over the past three
decades. His “keys to an inviting campus” (p. 50) included connectivity, speed, a
wide variety of programs, and cost. His recommendations for the implementation of
online education echo those of Fullan (2016), calling for a focus on the process—
planning that involves the whole campus and gradually builds consensus.
The People in the Process
As the discussion of characteristics of an innovation indicates, there is
evidence that the perceptions of target users may be the ultimate driver of the success
of change. Just as Fullan (2016) attributed the failure of much educational change to a
lack of attention to the meaning ascribed to the change by the people affected, the
literature around the implementation of online learning points to the need to consider
the affective dimension of change for the target users of innovation (Ellsworth, 2000;
Ku et al., 2001; Schejbal, 2016). Rogers (2003) discusses a typology of adopters of
innovation, developed from research into the diffusion of hybrid seed corn (some of
the earliest diffusion studies). The categories identified are: innovators, early
adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards. Briefly, this typology
categorizes people based on their innovativeness, that is, their likelihood to adopt new
ideas, tools, or practices. Research by Rogers (2003) suggests that more innovative
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people tend to come from higher socioeconomic backgrounds, be more “cosmopolite”
(their social and geographical circles are bigger), and have more formal education.
While the classification of people into types based on innovativeness may
help understand the diffusion of innovation, it also highlights what Rogers (2003)
acknowledges as a pervasive “pro-innovation bias” in the literature. That is, the
assumption of many studies of diffusion of innovation is that all change is good
change. Focusing on the experiences of actual users of the innovation could be a
helpful measure to correct this assumption. Rogers (2003) notes that more research
into the consequences of innovation is necessary to combat this bias.
Faculty Characteristics That Influence Perception of Online Education.
In studying the implementation of online education, Emelyanova & Voronina (2014)
found that the effectiveness of what they called “e-learning” depended more on how
instructors used it than on the technology itself. If instructors perceived online
education as a useful and effective tool, they were motivated to develop pedagogies
that leveraged the advantages of the technology. The authors called this “an elearning mindset” (p. 286). Similarly, San Martin et al. (2020) found that if
instructors believed that online education was a useful tool for teaching students,
improving organizational finances, or enhancing communication, they were more
likely to be committed to continuing the practice of online teaching.
Similar findings about the need for faculty to adjust teaching practices to
create a positive experience of online education for their students come from Davey
et al. (2019). They discussed the importance of “design thinking” (the type of
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iterative thought process involved in the instructional design models mentioned
earlier) in online education. Teaching effectively with any technology requires
multiple skill sets. This complex of skills is often called technical-pedagogicalcontent knowledge (T-PCK). Professors are Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) who, to
teach online, need not only content knowledge but also expertise in managing
technology and an understanding of best practices for teaching in an online medium.
In some situations, this need for multiple competencies leads to a team approach to
education—the professors become SMEs, supported by instructional designers and
technologists in translating their content into effective pedagogies for online
education.
In other contexts, however, the multiple demands related to providing online
education may simply equate to more work for faculty members, at least initially.
Kehrwald and McCallum (2015) found that faculty reported that they spent more time
in up-front planning for online teaching than for face-to-face education. They also
reported that communicating with students took more time in an online setting.
Literature reviewed for this project included some indication of connection
between demographic and contextual factors and online education. As mentioned
earlier, in one small study of the transition to online education due to the COVID-19
pandemic, female faculty members were more enthusiastic about the switch than
males, and those who were older and more experienced tended to have positive
opinions about the change (Moralista & Oducado, 2020). Horvitz et al. (2015) found
a connection between semesters of teaching and feelings of self-efficacy, which they
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argued is important for transitioning to online teaching because self-efficacy supports
persistence through trial. However, other studies seem to indicate that it is more
recently hired faculty members—regardless of age—who are more willing to
experiment with online education (Jackson, 2018). This may be related to findings
that the shift to online teaching causes feelings of disequilibrium, especially in midcareer and senior faculty (Mansbach & Austin, 2018). Interestingly, San Martin et al.
(2020) found that self-efficacy, or “feeling capable of teaching well” (p. 3220) was
not a factor in an instructor’s commitment to online education.
Top-Down Implementation. Dintoe (2018) studied the implementation of
online education at the University of Botswana. He concluded that the process, he
concluded, was fraught with challenge because the administration did not provide
adequate time for faculty to adjust to the new competencies required by the change.
Participants reported that the change had been imposed from the top down without
consideration for how compatible it was with faculty teaching methods and student
needs. Ultimately, they found online education implemented in that way to be
ineffective, and they stopped using it as much as possible. Similarly, in a study of the
sustainability of educational innovation in Turkey, Baglibel et al. (2018) found that
bottom-up change implemented with attention to compatibility with local culture and
norms tended to be more lasting than top-down initiatives. Cutri & Mena (2020), in
reviewing the literature on faculty readiness for online teaching, determined that
while technical skill and access were important, compatibility with values and
cultural norms also influenced whether university faculty were on board with online
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education. Faculty concerns about switching to the new medium included fears about
how the new style of teaching would be rewarded in the tenure and promotion
systems of their institution, as well as questions about whether their usual teaching
practices would work in an online setting.
Peer Communication Networks. Faculty communication networks may
provide support that influences perceptions of online education. In their study of
sharing and reuse of open resources in higher education, Schuwer et al. (2017) found
support for the importance of peer groups in adoption of innovation. Through
interviews with faculty members, the researchers found that while motivations for
adopting the practice of sharing and reuse of open online resources were varied, much
depended on the influence of fellow faculty members. They also found that while
motivation came from a desire to achieve better education for students, professors
tended to “evaluate an innovation using subjective evaluations of peers” (p. 153)
before deciding whether to try it themselves.
Roles in the Change Process. In addition to discussing characteristics of
innovation adopters, the literature identifies two roles that uniquely influence the
change process. These are the roles of change agent and champion.
In popular usage, the term “change agent” refers to someone who proactively
catalyzes needed organizational change, as demonstrated in the headline of an article
in Forbes magazine: “Every Leader Must Be a Change Agent or Face Extinction”
(Llopis, 2014). In the literature regarding diffusion of innovation, a change agent is,
more specifically, “an individual who influences clients’ innovation decisions in a
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direction deemed desirable by the change agency” (Rogers, 2003, p. 366). Change
agents often come in from outside the institution to provide a link between
information and clients. Change agents generally have expertise regarding the
innovation, which makes them, at least in that aspect, different from the people they
are trying to influence. Change agents, according to Rogers (2003), do seven things:
1. Develop a need for change.
2. Establish a relationship with clients to exchange information.
3. Diagnose problems.
4. Motivate people to desire a change.
5. Motivate people to change action.
6. Prevent discontinuance of an innovation.
7. Help clients become self-reliant in the use of an innovation.
To be successful, change agents must be oriented to the needs of clients (as
opposed to the agency promoting the change) and should seek to promote innovations
that are compatible with client needs.
Often distinct from a change agent, an innovation champion is someone
within the organization. This person occupies a key linking role between the change
agent (if there is one) and the target users of the innovation. This allows the champion
to understand individual hopes and needs of people within the organization. By using
interpersonal skills, the champion helps the innovation fit into the local context.
A concept related to both change agency and championship is opinion
leadership. Rogers (2003) defines this as the “degree to which an individual is able to
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influence other individuals’ attitudes or overt behaviors in a desired way with
relatively high frequency” (p. 388). Both change agents and champions must have the
organizational position and interpersonal skills to be opinion leaders.
Concerns-Based Adoption. A helpful theory for understanding how people
move through the process of adopting innovation is the Concerns-Based Adoption
Model (CBAM) (Hall, 1979, 2010; Hall & Hord, 2019). The model includes three
diagnostic tools for assessing the implementation of innovation. The first two,
Innovation Configuration and Levels of Use, deal with external observation of
implementation. The third dimension, Stages of Concern (SoC), provides a
framework for understanding the personal, affective issues surrounding change.
The Innovation Configuration tool addresses the fact that any innovation can
be used in a variety of ways, with varying degrees of faithfulness to the intent of the
developer. For example, one teacher might have students use an iPad to complete
interactive modules addressing course content, while another might have students use
it only to read the textbook. In a third class, students might be allowed to play games
on the iPad as a reward. These three teachers are all “using” the same technology in
their classrooms, but in very different ways. Some of these ways are very close to the
intended use. Others are so divergent that they are unrecognizable, or what Hall and
Hord (2019) call “unacceptable” configurations (p. 58). Hall and Hord (2019)
recommend that organizations adopt an innovation configuration map, which is a
rubric of what constitutes ideal, acceptable, and unacceptable implementation of an
innovation. Hall and Hord (2019) stress that unacceptable uses of an innovation are
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not “bad,” they are “decreasing fidelity to the innovation.” (p. 72). Innovation
Configuration takes into account the various components of an innovation and the
best practices for the use of those components to assess how the innovation is being
implemented. Teachers who were using iPads only as document readers might not see
much advantage in the implementation of the technology because they would not be
making optimal use of all the components. Teachers using them as doorstops would
likely see no advantage.
Levels of Use takes into account the fact that implementing an innovation is
not like flipping a switch. People do not instantly shift from non-use to full
employment of a tool, technique, or system. Instead, they develop greater confidence
and competence over time as they use the innovation. The seven Levels of Use are:
Nonuse, Orientation, Preparation, Mechanical Use, Routine, Integration, and
Renewal. These levels correspond roughly to the stages discussed below.
The third diagnostic dimension of CBAM, SoC is most relevant for this
research because it addresses the experience of adopters. The descriptive model
presents stages of concern that people move through during change. Hall and Hord
(2019) used the word “concerns” to refer to “motivations, perceptions, attitudes,
feelings, and mental gyrations that a person experiences in relation to an innovation”
(p. 210). The use of the word “concern” in the model can be confusing, because in
casual usage, “concern” tends to be used in a negative way—a teacher might be
concerned about a student’s poor performance on a test, or a doctor might be
concerned about a patient’s high levels of cholesterol. In the SoC model, however,
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“concern” has a much broader meaning, similar to the use of “to whom it may
concern” at the opening of a letter. In the SoC model, concerns are “The composite
representation of feelings, preoccupation, thought, and consideration given to a
particular issue or task” (p. 85). Concerns may be internally motivated—for example,
by goals teachers have. Concerns may also be externally motivated—by demands
placed upon the adopters of the innovation. Hall and Hord (2019) wrote: “In response
to the demands, our minds explore ways, means, possible barriers, possible actions,
risks, and rewards . . . the mental activity composed on questioning, analyzing and
reanalyzing, considering alternative actions and reactions, and anticipating
consequences is concern” (p. 85).
The SoC framework builds on the earlier work of Fuller (1969; 1974). Fuller’s
latest model, and the one that Hall and Hord (2019) credit as the basis for their work,
identified three stages: self, task, and impact concerns. Concerns for new users of an
innovation tend to be most intense in the self stages (Lochner et al., 2015). Hall and
Hord expanded this model, identifying seven stages that are typical of individuals
adopting and implementing an innovation. The focus of this model is on change as a
process, rather than an event that takes place when someone decides to try a new
method of teaching or when administration issues a directive to adopt a new
technology.
Hall and Hord (2019) called SoC “quasi-developmental” (p. 87). Movement
through the stages is not always uniform or uni-directional. The expectation is that if
an innovation is appropriately implemented, and adopters are appropriately
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supported, they will move from self to task to impact concerns. However, too often
attention is not given to the process of change, and people remain stuck in task
concerns, eventually reverting to self-concerns. A final point in the explanation of
SoC is that although it is common for people to have intense concerns at more than
one stage simultaneously, Hall and Hord (2019) expected that self-concerns will be
most intense prior to the first use. Once use starts, people will experience more
intense task concerns. Finally, they expected that impact concerns would come to the
fore. This progression marks the successful implementation of an innovation in the
SoC model. Hall and Hord argue that an innovation cannot be said to be successfully
implemented in an organization until every individual within that organization has
moved through these stages. The expected length of time for this process is three to
five years.
SoC has been found to be useful in studies of the adoption of innovation (e.g.,
Christou et al., 2004; Ellsworth, 2007; Hall, 2010; Loucks-Horsley, 1996). The
following discussion of the stages will include reference to studies that used the SoC
model to study educational innovation, as well as to literature describing faculty
concerns about online education. While most of the research on adoption of online
education was not structured around SoC, these studies nonetheless illustrate how
various factors related to faculty experience of online education can fit into the SoC
framework.
Unrelated Concerns (Stage 0). The stages begin with 0, the Awareness Stage.
At this stage, individuals may have no knowledge of or concern about an innovation.
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Either they do not know that it exists, or they perceive it as irrelevant to their
situation. It is almost unheard of for university faculty to be unaware of online
education. It was more likely, at least pre-COVID, for faculty to view it as unrelated
to their needs or interests (Moralista & Oducado, 2020).
Self Concerns (Stages 1 and 2). Stage 1 is Information Concerns, in which
the individual desires to know more about the innovation. Questions at this stage are
general — individuals may not know enough about an innovation to ask specific
questions or relate the innovation to their needs. In earlier studies of SoC and online
education (e.g., Baltaci-Goktalay & Ocak, 2006), university faculty had intense
concerns in the area of information. More recent studies (e.g., Wickersham &
McElhaney, 2010), however, do not mention information about the innovation as a
major area of concern. Perhaps today, information concerns may relate more to best
practices for online education than to what it is. As Sharoff (2019) noted in
recounting her own experience with online education, the need for specific
information became clear at various points in her teaching, rather than all at once.
Lack of information concerns may also relate to Fullan’s (2016) concept of false
clarity. Sometimes people think they understand what an innovation is, how it works,
and how to use it, when in truth their ideas are based on misinformation or an
incomplete picture.
In Stage 2, the focus shifts to Personal Concerns. At this stage, individuals
have questions about how the innovation will affect their job, their status, or their
rewards in the organization. They may wonder if they have the background or ability
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to use the innovation, and they may be concerned about its impact on their role.
Wickersham and McElhaney (2010) used SoC to compare the attitudes of faculty
toward online education to those of administrators. As expected by Hall and Hord
(2019), they found that faculty concerns were highest in the areas related to self. They
also found a difference in intensity of concern based on subject area. While faculty
from all colleges experienced the most intense concerns related to these early stages,
the intensity of concern varied by college, with faculty in the college of business and
technology reporting less intense concerns than those from the College of Arts and
Sciences and the College of Education and Human Services.
In open-ended questions, faculty cited as concerns the time required to
develop and deliver an online course, as well as concerns that their course content
would not translate well into an online delivery mode. Other concerns included
student preparedness for online education, academic honesty, and that offering online
education would be an opportunity for administration to raise the enrollment caps on
courses, leading to more work for faculty. Hall and Hord (2019) stressed that it is
vital for those managing change to anticipate and respond appropriately to personal
concerns. Ignoring them or telling people they should not have them will not make
these concerns go away. People who are preoccupied with self and task concerns
cannot focus on impact concerns.
Other concerns of faculty that may fall into this category include the time it
takes to communicate with students (Kehrwald & McCallum, 2015) and the effort it
takes to create a connection (Maddrell et al., 2017), increased workload (Buthelezi,
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2018; Goffe & Kauper, 2014), institutional reward and professional identity (Cutri &
Mena, 2020), job security (Cutri & Mena, 2020), and technical ability (Mansbach &
Austin, 2018).
Previous research using SoC has found that teachers can move rapidly through
information and personal concerns if they receive support (Hall and Hord, 2019).
Additionally, faculty with more experience or more secure positions may have fewer
personal concerns. Malmgren (2010) found anecdotally that pre-tenure faculty
experienced more personal concerns that those past the tenure mark (4 years at the
university where her study took place). She speculated that perhaps the security of
tenure allowed faculty members to focus more on impact concerns.
Usually, these first stages come before the adoption or implementation of the
innovation. They are the “non-use” stages (Hall, 2010).
Task Concerns (Stage 3). Once use of the innovation begins, Stage 3 focuses
on Management Concerns. These questions center on the use of the innovation —
technical ability, technological capacity, troubleshooting, organization, and
efficiency. Issues that arise in connection with these concerns may include access to
up-to-date computer technology and reliable Internet (Dintoe, 2018; Lin, 2014), as
well as responsive tech support (Chow & Croxton, 2017; San Martin et al., 2019).
Moralista & Oducado (2020) found that familiarity with computer technology did not
automatically translate into comfort with the technical aspects of online teaching.
This is consistent with the findings of Christou et al. (2004), who used SoC to study
the adoption of new mathematics textbooks. They found that experience with
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teaching had more to do with movement through the stages of concern than did
experience with the innovation itself. Concerns at the Management stage may also be
impacted by whether the course is synchronous or asynchronous (Huang et al., 2016).
Impact Concerns (Stages 4-6). Stage 4 is Consequence Concerns, in which
questions of the impact of the innovation arise. For educators, questions at this stage
often have to do with the effect of the innovation on student engagement and
learning. Hall and Hord (2019) wrote that good pedagogy is evidenced by instructors
who have their thoughts primarily focused on consequence and collaboration
concerns. These instructors are concerned with the effects of the innovation on
student learning and with questions about how best to use it with colleagues.
In the consequences stage, instructors may seek alternate ways to use the
innovation in order to maximize positive consequences and minimize negative ones.
Wickersham and McElhaney (2010) reported that faculty’s greatest concern was that
students were receiving a quality education online. The authors considered this a
personal concern—relating to the individual’s ability to use the innovation
effectively. Concerns for students’ education, however, also belong in the category of
consequences. These consequences can include worries that students dislike online
education (Trout, 2020), efforts to minimize transactional distance (Moore, 2018),
create social presence (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007), and focus on best practices for
online education (Davey et al., 2019; Sharoff, 2019).
In Stage 5, questions are about Collaboration Concerns. Individuals may focus
on more effective use of the innovation in cooperation with others in the organization.
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Hall (1979) found that among individual teachers, collaboration concerns are rarely a
major issue. Instead, administrators tend to worry more about how to make the
system work together effectively. However, in Malmgren’s (2010) study of
community college faculty teaching in a Learning Community, however, faculty had
intense concerns around issues of time to collaborate with their fellow instructors.
Other studies have found that faculty members have concerns about both
institutional support for online teaching and the impact of the practice on the
organization (San Martin et al, 2019). Additionally, faculty tend to look to the
experience of their peers for information about the usefulness of online learning,
which may prompt questions about collaboration (Schuwer et al., 2017).
Finally, concerns move to the Reformulation stage (Stage 6). In this stage,
individuals may have questions about the best use of the innovation; they may even
wonder whether another innovation might be more effective. In Stage 6, individuals
usually have formed strong opinions about the innovation, and are looking to
optimize—or discontinue—its use. Individuals do not have to pass through all the
stages to arrive at the refocusing stage. Lochner et al. (2015) found that secondary
teachers new to online education had the most intense concerns in the early stages.
They also, however, found that the same teachers had intense reformulation concerns,
with strong ideas about whether and how to continue using the innovation.
Coping with Change
The previous section outlined issues related to the people in the change
process, including common concerns that faculty have about online education. This
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section will address one way that faculty may respond to change: the process of
reflection. Several change theories, recommendations, and studies note the role that
reflection plays in solidifying the adoption (or non-adoption) of innovation (e.g.,
Ellsworth, 2000; Mays et al., 2018).
Reflection is, simply, thinking about what you are doing. As Schon (1984)
wrote, people do this all the time and in all kinds of situations: “Stimulated by
surprise, they turn thought back on action and in the knowing which is implicit in
action” (p. 50). What Schon called “surprise” is not a necessary part of reflection—
people may certainly ponder the meaning of an event or action even if it is not a new
or unexpected one. Yet surprise is often what prompts reflection. Brookfield (1990)
discussed the role of the “critical incident” in reflection, which he defines as an
“unplanned or unanticipated event” (as quoted in Farrell, 2016, p. 84). Other writers
on reflective practice have termed these incidents “shocks” (Farrell, 2016) or
“learning curves” (Sharoff, 2019). This study will use Brookfield’s term, because it is
commonly used in both popular and scholarly literature on reflective practice in
education. A critical incident can be positive or negative. For educators, these
incidents may arise from a variety of sources, including student feedback (for
example, on student evaluations of teaching), co-worker comments, reading the
literature of one’s field, or one’s own observations (Brookfield, 2017).
Reflection and critical incidents are related to the ideas of adult learning
(andragogy). Adults tend to be self-directed and situate their learning in what is
already a broad base of experience in life. Therefore, adults learn best when their
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learning stems from—and is focused on solving or understanding—real life problems
(Knowles, 1977). This self-direction means that the most effective motivation for
adults is internal; much learning is fueled by curiosity. Therefore, it is clear that
critical incidents can be a powerful motivator for adults to learn, that is, to grow and
change. Stopped in their normal course of life by something unexpected, adult
learners seek to reconcile the critical incident with what they already know. This
effort may result in rethinking previous assumptions.
Reflection in Education
Following the highly influential educational philosophies of both Dewey and
Freire, the value and importance of reflective practice has long been advocated for
educators. For example, Gutierrez et al. (2019) reported the results of a study of
preservice teachers. Their research indicated the importance of reflection in forming
professional identity as a problem-solver. Reflection helped teachers to respond to
critical incidents in their training. Reflection allowed the teachers to consider their
actions as evidence of underlying belief, think about whether their responses
comported with their values and preferred pedagogical theories, and develop plans for
action.
Reflection can be done with the intent of questioning both one’s own beliefs
about teaching and learning as well as the power structures inherent in educational
systems. In such reflection, a teacher examines practices with the goal of
transforming both self and structures. Ultimately, the aim of this kind of reflection is
to promote student learning. Reflection need not result in change; it can be aimed
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more at simply considering or understanding a phenomenon. However, critical
incidents, especially those that create a mismatch between underlying assumptions
about teaching and the reality of the teaching situation, can prompt change-focused
reflection.
An example of change-focused reflection can be found in Playsted (2019),
who recorded her own reflective practice in her teaching, as she took on a new role
teaching adult second-language learners. She noted that her reflection allowed her to
understand the complex nature of her context, consider her teaching philosophy, and
explore new theories and practices. She employed Farrell’s Framework for Reflecting
on Practice (2016). This framework is an iterative and flexible process that allows the
reflector to move back and forth between stages, starting at any stage and revisiting
each stage as often as necessary. The stages include: (a) an examination of teaching
philosophy; (b) moving beyond practice to critical reflection; (c) exploring theory; (d)
exploring practice; and (e) looking at principles. Playsted (2019) noted that the
“initial experiences of feeling inexperienced and ill-equipped…prompted me to begin
reflection in the phases of philosophy, beyond practice, and theory” (p. 43).
It is no accident that literature on pedagogical reflection tends to focus on
either new teachers or teachers facing new experiences. The very newness of the
experiences can easily serve as a critical incident (Stallions et al., 2012; Farrell, 2013;
Farrell, 2016). These authors all found that critical incidents played an important role
in prompting reflection, and that, in turn, reflection helped teachers to understand and
respond to “shocks” (Farrell, 2016, p. 12) in their teaching lives. Farrell, for example,
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found that novice TESOL teachers dealing with challenges concerning technology,
changing curricula, a sense of isolation, and administrative disorganization were
helped by participation in reflection to “better understand the many shocks they
experienced” (p. 12).
While isolation is cited as a problem for novice teachers (Farrell, 2016;
Stallions et al., 2012), it may also be a problem for veteran instructors, who are busy
with the demands of teaching and research and may be unwilling to share critical
incidents (especially negative ones) with peers (Farrell, 2013). Farrell found that
reflecting on critical incidents (in this case, negative feedback from student
evaluations), helped experienced teachers make sense of their situation and develop a
plan to respond. Teachers, he noted, “have the real inside knowledge, especially
personally intuitive knowledge, expertise, and experience that is based on their
accumulated years” of teaching (p. 79). It is this base in experience that makes
reflection possible and profitable for pedagogical growth.
Reflection and Online Education
Sharoff (2019) explored the development of her own reflective process in
adopting and refining online pedagogy. As a “very early adopter of online education”
the author found that she faced many learning curves in her efforts to explore the
pedagogical methods and technical skill needed to teach successfully online (p. 1).
Learning curves included syllabus redesign, developing an online community,
creating learning modules, and providing resources for students. Sharoff did not
directly identify these learning curves as critical incidents, yet they clearly served the
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same function. For each learning curve faced, the author engaged in a process of
gathering student feedback and reflecting in order to understand how best to meet
student needs in an online context. The student feedback and personal reflection, she
noted, provided motivation to forge ahead with teaching online.
Schophuizen and Kalz (2020) also studied how innovators in online education
responded to challenges. They used a “contextual coping” model to explore the
experience of project leaders in higher educational innovation projects. This model
explores how people assess challenges, reflect upon alternatives, and respond with
action. Their study provided insight into the experience of individuals in the change
process, highlighting the need for attention to both bottom-up and top-down issues in
assessing educational change. The role of reflection in this process was to provide
strategies that can aid the success of grassroots change efforts.
Reflection, Innovation, and “Fit.” One situation that may serve as a critical
incident prompting reflection and change has to do with the idea of “fit” between an
individual and the role or position in which that person is placed. If a teacher is
placed in a role that does not fit well will their perceptions of good teaching, this
mismatch is likely to cause discomfort. Such a mismatch can happen with the
introduction of an innovation. According to Manouchehri and Goodman (2000),
teachers have “images of the ideal classroom,” based on their pedagogical priorities,
previous experience, and prior knowledge (p. 10). They use these images when they
assess the effectiveness of an innovation. In their case study of the adoption of
mathematics textbooks, Manouchehri and Goodman found that the “confidence of
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one of the participants in this study was shattered by her inability to sustain practice
that reflected the beliefs that accompanied her ideal classroom” (p. 30). Thus, she
began to doubt the usefulness of the new textbook, using the old one whenever
possible. This teacher’s experience seems to point to a process: The introduction of an
innovation prompts reflection, but the reflection does not always result in pedagogical
change. Instead, if upon reflection, the instructor determines that the innovation does
not fit with the “ideal image,” the instructor will reject the innovation (to the extent
possible within institutional constraints). A critical incident may not always produce
change.
Theoretical Framework
To explore faculty experience of implementation of online education during
the COVID-19 pandemic, a framework has been developed that uses insights from
both SoC and the literature on reflection. Combining SoC with the concept of critical
incidents may provide insight into whether and how faculty used reflection in
responding to change. The pandemic, the implementation of online learning, and the
various concerns experienced by faculty members in the process can be considered
critical incidents, requiring a response which may or may not have included
reflection. By exploring the concerns that faculty members experienced during
implementation and the role that reflection played in responding to those concerns,
this study aimed to understand some of the challenges the pandemic posed to
education and the ways in which faculty managed those challenges.
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Many models of reflection exist. The model used for this framework was
chosen because it is simple and easy to understand, in addition to being a commonly
used model in literature on reflective practice in education. It was developed by
Borton (1970), and has three stages: What? So what? and Now what? In the “what”
step, the focus is on the critical incident itself. While the implementation of online
learning is the overarching critical incident, concerns at any stage may also serve as
critical incidents for individual faculty members. In the “so what” step, individuals
examine the meaning of the event and relate it to their assumptions, beliefs, and
practices. Finally, in the “now what” step, individuals take action in response to the
event. This action may involve a change in assumptions, beliefs, or practices. It may,
equally, involve a confirmation of any of those things.
The model in Figure 1 provides a graphic representation of the theoretical
framework for this study. The critical incidents are represented at potential points in
the stages of concern; in reality, questions arising at any stage may result in critical
incidents prompting reflection. The following section will outline the research design
and methodology for pursuing the answers to these questions.
Figure 1
Critical Reflection on Concerns Theoretical Framework
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Research Design
To explore the question of faculty experience of emergency online education,
this research employed a qualitative case-study design. The following section
describes qualitative research and case-study design. The goal is to explain why this
design was chosen and to demonstrate its appropriateness to the research question.
Qualitative Research
The purpose of this study was to explore the nature of a complex
phenomenon: How do people experience and reflect upon crisis change? This
question involves delving into people’s impressions, memories, and emotions—things
that are not quantifiable. It also involves looking at a particular situation and studying
the experience of particular people in that situation. Further, this is a study that is
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intended to be heuristic, that is, it is designed to “illuminate the reader’s
understanding of the phenomenon being studied” (Merriam, 1990, p. 13). For these
reasons, a qualitative, comparative case study design was chosen for this research.
The following sections will first discuss qualitative research, explaining the
appropriateness of this paradigm for the study. Then the choice of case study design
will be explained.
Stake (1995) outlines three basic differences between quantitative and
qualitative research. First, qualitative research tends to pursue “experiential
understanding” of the subject of study, rather than explanation or prediction (p. 37).
Second, in qualitative research, the researcher assumes a personal presence in the
research. This is often referred to as the idea of the researcher as instrument (e.g.,
Cresswell & Cresswell, 2018). The role of the researcher is to interpret the data,
looking for themes or patterns. The research design is emergent. The research is
expected to produce unexpected results and insights. The goal is to accurately present
participant perspective, and care should be taken to accomplish that goal in a fair and
credible way. However, because the researcher is the instrument, and interpretation is
the method, the report of findings is necessarily the personal view of the researcher.
Finally, qualitative research aims to construct, rather than to discover, knowledge.
The end of a qualitative study will not be a set of hypotheses that were proved or
disproved. Rather, it will be a narrative, descriptive account of the complexities of a
people, processes, or organization, designed to allow readers to enter into the world of
the subject of study and experience it for themselves.
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Characteristics of Qualitative Research. Although qualitative research
designs and methodologies differ from one another, most qualitative research shares
similar characteristics. First, qualitative research is often done in a natural setting,
involving observations, conversations, or document analysis designed to—as much as
possible — understand how things would operate if the researcher were not there. The
researcher’s role is prominent in the gathering and interpretation of data, but not in
the manipulation of variables or the prediction of outcomes. Secondly, qualitative
research often involves multiple data sources (interviews, observation, documents, or
artefacts). These data are usually collected in a way that allows for open-ended
response. In terms of data analysis, qualitative methods seek to make sense of data
through looking for patterns (often called themes or codes) that relate the different
sources of data to one another. Qualitative analysis is both inductive—allowing
themes to emerge from the data—and deductive—seeing whether new data fits with
themes or categories established from theoretical frameworks. Qualitative research
seeks to understand the meanings that the participants put on events or actions, and
therefore the design is emergent. The researcher follows the data where it leads,
exploring new ideas or themes as they are introduced by the participants. The
accounts produced are holistic, attempting to present the subject of study in all its
natural complexity.
Qualitative research design makes sense for investigating people’s experience
of change. Rogers (2003), though he lamented the “idiosyncratic, descriptive”
character of qualitative case study methods, noted that the survey methods typical of
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much diffusion of innovation research are not always appropriate (p. 440). This is
because the study of change involves looking at the progression of complex events
over time. Similarly, Van de Ven & Rogers (1988) advocated an “interpretive”
methodology that acknowledges “innovation is a highly uncertain and complex type
of behavior, which can best be understood from the point of view of the actors
involved” (p. 637).
This need to probe deeply into complex and context-based questions points to
the case study as a logical design for research into people’s experience of change. The
following sections discuss case study design in more detail, making explicit the
appropriateness of such a design for this project.
What Is a Case Study? Stake (1995) discusses case study as the study of “an
integrated system”—often a person or a process that is of interest either intrinsically
because of its unique attributes (the “intrinsic case”) or as an illustration of some
larger phenomenon or theory (the “instrumental case”) (p. 2). The case is bounded by
time and place. In contrast to survey methods that look at one variable operating in
many people or situations, a case study looks at one—or a small number of—cases
and examines many variables. A case study aims at deep understanding, rather than
primarily at generalization or testing theories. Additionally, case studies are not
looking to predict outcomes. Instead, the goal is to find or test explanations for
events, processes, or behaviors (Thomas, 2011).
Because the understanding sought in a case study is deep, rather than broad,
case studies are most appropriate when the research question has to do with questions
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of how or why. A case study is often used to study a process or a phenomenon where
the context is an important factor in understanding (Smith, 2018). Case studies
usually involve the researcher spending a significant amount of time with the people
or in the situation being studied, and draw upon multiple sources of evidence to build
a thick description of the case being investigated (Boblin et al., 2013; Stake 1995).
This investment of time and use of multiple data sources means that a case study is
well suited to provide understanding of a people’s experience of change over time
and involving many factors both inside and outside the organization.
Subject/Object. A case study has a subject and an object (Thomas, 2011). The
subject is the case itself, which is bounded by a particular time and place. This study
included four cases, each involving a faculty member from the same institution
chosen for their potential to illuminate a particular perspective on their experience of
the implementation of online learning at EUJ. The criteria for these cases will be
discussed in a following section. This study was conducted during Fall Semester
2021, which was the sixth semester of online education at EUJ. However, to
understand the answer to the research question, it was necessary to begin with a look
back to the original crisis by asking faculty to rely on their memory of the
implementation process and their responses to it.
The object of a case study is the “analytical frame” (Thomas, 2011, p. 515). It
is the larger concept that the case study is trying to explain, or what this case is a case
of. In this project, the object was individual response to crisis change.
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The cases in a case study are not expected to be representative samples of the
larger object of the study (Smith, 2018; Stake, 1995; Thomas 2011). Instead, the case
study uses the cases to understand something more, both about the individual cases
and about the larger concept. Therefore, the faculty members that participated in this
project functioned as facets of a prism through which to see aspects of the experience
of educational change (Smith, 2018).
The Role of the Researcher. As stated earlier, in qualitative research, the
researcher is the instrument, and the analysis depends heavily on the interpretation
that the researcher gives to the data (Cresswell & Cresswell, 2018). The researcher
for this study was a former staff member at the university, who began working at the
university just before the transition to online learning occurred in February 2020. As a
member of the community under study, I had personal involvement with the people I
interviewed. I also had direct personal experience of the change being studied. I was
at the February 28 meeting when the transition to online education was announced,
and I taught online at the university during Summer 2020 (though I was not teaching
before the transition). To claim that I hold an objective stance on the subject being
studied would be ridiculous.
That said, the goal of qualitative research is not objectivity, but rather
“experiential understanding” (Stake, 1995, p. 40). In that context, my involvement
with the institution under study may be viewed as an advantage, because my own
experience provides another layer of data to help understand the case. This was the
perspective of Moreira (2016), in her case study on the implementation of online
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learning at a university. She noted the affinity that she felt for the faculty of the
school she was studying, because she was an online instructor as well. She concluded
that her sense of connection was helpful, as opposed to being a source of
unreasonable bias because it gave her the experiential and cultural knowledge to
understand the site where she was conducting research. My position provides similar
background knowledge.
I came to EUJ in January 2020. I was living in Tokyo and wanted to do an
internship for my doctoral program. I reached out to EUJ because the primary
language of the institution is English, and my Japanese was minimal. The Associate
Dean of Academic Affairs (ADAA) invited me to do an internship with him, the goal
of which was to encourage pedagogical discussion among university faculty. To do
this, I interviewed professors about their ideas of effective pedagogy and observed
classrooms. I developed a website that incorporated this locally sourced “definition of
effective pedagogy”, along with a database of best practices gathered from
conversations and classroom observations. When classes moved online, I was able to
observe online classes and interview professors and students about their experience of
the transition to online education. My interviews allowed me to talk to 15 faculty
members about their previous experience with and initial response to online
education. I found that, for several faculty members, even the brief experience with a
new mode of teaching prompted reflection on teaching and learning. This research,
which was approved by the Morehead State IRB, formed the background for this
capstone project.
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My connection to the community led to an adjunct teaching job in the
university’s Bridge program for English language learners. Then when an academic
advisor left for maternity leave, I moved into that role. I left the university and
returned to the United States in Fall 2021, so I was not a staff member during most of
the research period for this project, though I maintained contact with the ADAA and
others at the institution.
The goal of this report is neither to be unfairly critical nor uncritically
adulatory. The goal was to understand the phenomenon through the multiple
perceptions of those involved (Stake, 1995; Cresswell & Cresswell, 2018). It was also
important throughout to avoid allowing my own judgements to become more
important than those of the participants. My basic stance, then, was one of curiosity. I
had some background knowledge of the situation, but what I really wanted to
understand was how other people experienced it. I took several steps to guard against
unreasonable researcher bias that would interfere with the trustworthiness of the
study. These are discussed in the “Threats to Validity” section of the following
chapter.
Case boundaries. This project was a comparative case study of four faculty
members conducted during the Fall Semester of 2021. The university that is the site
of the study is a branch campus of a public, four-year, liberal arts institution in the
United States. The Tokyo campus has about 1,500 students. About 40 percent of these
students come from the United States to study in Tokyo for either a semester, a year,
or their entire college career. Another 40 percent of the students are from Japan. The
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remaining 20 percent being from more than 50 different countries. Faculty and staff,
likewise, represent a similarly diverse mix of nationalities. Seventy percent of faculty
are adjunct.
The school is a commuter campus. Students live either at home with their
parents or in their own apartments in the greater Tokyo area. The university does
have dorms; however, these are not located on the university campus, so those
students are also, in effect, commuters. Commuting is done by foot, bicycle, or public
transportation, with many students travelling an hour or more each way to reach
campus. The language of instruction on the campus is English, although English is
not the first language of the majority of students, faculty, or staff.
Thomas (2011) identified a number of reasons that one may choose a
particular case for a research project. First, I chose this location as an example of
what Thomas calls a “local knowledge case” (p. 514). I was familiar with the site, and
I had access to it. Additionally, the four faculty members participating in this study,
as discussed in the following section, were chosen as instrumental cases, examples of
faculty at one university experiencing what faculty at the majority of universities
around the world experienced in Spring 2020: the rapid, unexpected, and almost total
transition to online education. The university was also a site of intrinsic interest. The
early timing of the transition to online education made the faculty innovators in this
area, whether willingly or not. Additionally, the position of the university as a branch
of an American university in Japan made it, in some ways, an ideal place to explore
the process of change. The diversity of the faculty made it possible to access a wide
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variety of perspectives. Thus, the community at EUJ provided insight into how the
experience both reflected and transcended the many national, cultural, social, and
linguistic backgrounds represented in the population. Finally, the specific cases are
critical cases, chosen for their potential to provide diverse perspectives on the
phenomenon under study. The criteria for each case are discussed in the following
section.
In terms of time, the boundaries of this case were February 28, 2020 through
November 22, 2021. That was the period from the day of the announcement of the
emergency implementation of online education to the end of the period during which
the interviews for the case study were conducted.
Case studies can use a variety of methodologies. Many proponents of case
studies stress the importance of using multiple methods to collect data—as well as
multiple data sources—because it provides the rich, contextual description that is the
strength of the case study design (e.g., Boblin et al., 2013; Merriam, 1990; Smith,
2018; Stake, 1995). The three main methods of data collection in case studies are
interviews, observations, and document analysis. This case study employed all three
methods, relying most heavily on interviews. The emphasis on interviews was chosen
because the question of how someone experienced a process is best answered by
asking the people in question. It is the people who can share the concerns they had
during the implementation process and who can provide insight into their responses to
those concerns.
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In qualitative case study methodology (QCS), data analysis is ongoing
(Merriam, 1990; Stake, 1995). As new data is collected, it confirms, questions, and
suggests new patterns (Boblin et al., 2013). Stake (1995) suggested that researchers
use two methods to analyze case data: direct interpretation and categorical
aggregation. In direct interpretation, the researcher seeks to understand the isolated
event, document, or interview statement in relation to the theoretical framework for
the research. In categorical aggregation, the researcher puts the interpretations of the
isolated pieces of the data together, creating categories for instances that relate to the
same theme. The categories can be organized and reorganized in various ways to
develop a meaningful picture of the case. This process is often called coding. The
following chapter details the methodology for this study.
Summary
The study of the experience of faculty with crisis implementation of online
education touches on several areas of literature. Educational change is often
necessary, and a common driver is a lack of fit between the educational institution
and its purpose. In the case of this study, the lack of fit was precipitated by a crisis;
the university could no longer provide education in a face-to-face delivery mode. This
led to the adoption of an innovation, online education.
Factors affecting the adoption of innovation include characteristics of the
innovation, environmental conditions, and the people in the process. The SoC (Hall &
Hord, 1979) provide a helpful way to understand the concerns faced by individuals in
a change process. This model, combined with Borton’s (1970) model of reflection,
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forms the theoretical framework for this study. Because the questions asked in this
study focus on the experience of individuals in a complex context, a qualitative case
study design is appropriate. The following chapter details the methodology used.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
The research question proposed for this study is How did faculty members at
an international university in Asia perceive, react to, and implement an acute change
from face-to-face to online course delivery during a global pandemic?
To investigate this question, the study focuses on four cases, each a faculty
member at Eastern University. The criteria for each case in this study were developed
to explore diverse perspectives on the experience of transitioning to online education.
Criteria came from two sources. First, the literature surrounding faculty readiness to
adopt online education provided some guidelines for factors that might be important
in developing cases (see “Faculty Characteristics Than Influence Perception of Online
Education” in Chapter 2). Second, criteria were developed based on learning from the
earlier interviews with and observations of professors in Spring 2020, at the time of
the initial implementation (see “The Role of the Researcher” in Chapter 2). At that
time, 15 faculty members were interviewed, providing insight into the kinds of
characteristics and experiences that might be interesting in exploring the
phenomenon.
Criteria for Cases
The four cases in this study all participated in the Spring 2020 interviews.
Their responses were articulate and thoughtful, indicating that they would likely have
insight into their experience of the change process. Additionally, the cases were
chosen according to the following criteria:
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Each case must have been teaching at the university in Spring 2020, at the
time of the initial implementation of online education.

•

Each case must have been teaching at the university during at least two of the
following four semesters, Summer 2020—Summer 2021.

•

Each case must have been teaching at the university in Fall 2021.
While the above criteria were true of all cases, cases were selected for

diversity in the following criteria, because these characteristics may present more
nuanced faculty perspectives on online education.
•

initial attitude (pre-Spring 2020) toward online education (Emelyanova &
Voronina, 2014)?

•

prior experience with online teaching (Davey et al., 2019; Marek et al., 2021)

•

prior experience with technology (Davey et al., 2019)

•

faculty rank and position at the university (full time vs. adjunct) (Horvitz et
al., 2015; Marek et al., 2021; Moralista & Oducado, 2020)

•

subject taught (Horvitz et al., 2015; Spring 2020 interviews)

•

year/level of students taught (Huang et al., Spring 2020 interviews)

•

gender (Horvitz et al., 2015; Moralista & Oducado, 2020)

Table 1 shows each case in terms of the demographic and
contextual criteria considered in their selection.
Table 1
Demographic and Contextual Factors Considered in Case Selection
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Prior
experience
with
online
education

Prior
experience
with
technology

Faculty
position
at
university

Subject
taught

Level of
student
taught

Gender

Case 1:
Evan
Cantrell

positive

student

extensive
for work,
social, and
recreational
purposes

full time

academic
reading
and
writing
(ESOL)

precollege/first
year

male

Case 2:
Yoko
Tsuno

positive

teacher

considerable
both for
work and
social
purposes

adjunct

Japanese
language

first year
and up

female

Case 3:
Jiyoung
Park

neutral/
mildly
negative

none

used for
work

full time

first-year
writing

first year

female

Case 4:
Nicolas
Lavoie

negative

none

used for
social
purposes

adjunct

political
science

first year
and up

male

A Note on Pseudonyms
Participants were invited to provide their own pseudonyms, following the
advice of Allen and Wiles (2016). Those authors pointed out the many pitfalls
inherent in choosing a name for someone. Names carry personal, national, ethnic,
cultural, and socioeconomic connotations, and naming is a process fraught with
“psychological meaning” (p. 149). Therefore, Allen and Wiles advocated providing
the opportunity for participants to select their own pseudonyms if they wish to.
Additionally, the diverse cultural and linguistic background of the participants made
me question whether I had the requisite knowledge to choose appropriately.
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Only one out of the four cases (Case 2, Yoko Tsuno) opted to choose her own
name. The others requested that I select names for them. I also needed a pseudonym
for the ADAA, because he appeared frequently as a character in the experience of the
participants. He chose his own pseudonym, selecting the name of his childhood hero
Mookie Wilson, which is how this report will refer to him in Chapters 4 and 5. For
Cases 1, 3, and 4, I still wanted to be careful to avoid giving them names that were
culturally or generationally inappropriate. Therefore, I consulted with people familiar
with the countries of origin of each case, asking for a name suggestion for someone
from that country and about the age of the participant. Since Case 1 has a similar
background to my own, I was confident in choosing a name for him.
Data Collection
This research collected three types of data: interviews, observations, and
documents. The interviews provided the bulk of the data for analysis. The
observations and documents were important to build a context for the experience of
the participants and to provide triangulation for the interview data. The three data
collection methods are discussed in the following sections.
Interviews
The primary method of data collection for this project was interviews. These
interviews were conducted via Zoom. During Fall 2021, most classes at EUJ were
still online, and three out of the four faculty members were working entirely online
from their homes during most of the interview period. Tokyo was in and out of an
SOE during this time, with travel and unnecessary meetings discouraged. Online
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interviews were also necessary as I returned to the United States toward the beginning
of the interview period.
Each case was developed through a series of in-depth, semi-structured
interviews conducted by the researcher during the months of September, October, and
November 2021. Each interview lasted 30-60 minutes, with most being on the longer
end of that duration. For Cases 1-3, five interviews were conducted. For Case 4,
Interviews 4 and 5 were combined to accommodate the faculty member’s schedule.
Each interview had a predetermined focus, described in the following section. The
final interview also provided an opportunity for participants to express any thoughts
not covered in earlier interviews.
Interview Transcription. Interviews were recorded (with interviewee
permission) and transcribed using Zoom’s transcription feature. I also took typed
notes during each interview as a backup. This extra step also helped me to focus on
what the interviewee was saying. After each interview, it was necessary to go over the
transcription to ready it for analysis. This involved removing the automatic time
stamps created by Zoom, as well as checking the program’s interpretation of words.
In cases where the Zoom transcription was confusing or obviously inaccurate, I used
the audio recording of the interview to check for accuracy and correct errors. My
written notes were also helpful, particularly when Zoom misidentified the speaker.
This tended to happen for interviews with one of the female participants, whose voice
must have been similar enough to mine that the transcription software was sometimes
unable to distinguish between us. By looking at my notes and listening to the
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recordings, I could make sure that the text of my questions and the text of the
participants’ answers were correctly identified.
One challenge I faced with the transcription of interviews was linguistic.
Although the cases in this study were from four different countries and all
multilingual, the only language I speak fluently is English. Therefore, I needed to
conduct the interviews in English. All four cases were fluent speakers of English—
indeed, they conducted all their work in English because EUJ is an English-speaking
institution. Therefore, language was not a barrier to understanding on either side. The
challenge was in the way that Zoom transcribed speech patterns, pronunciation, and
vocalizations. This challenge was particularly pronounced for one participant. When I
listened to the responses this participant provided to my questions, they sounded
intelligent and cogent. It was clear that the speaker’s first language was not English,
but there was no issue with understanding what the speaker was saying. However,
when the responses were machine-transcribed, however, the results were sometimes
confusing and the “non-standard” usage seemed magnified.
The transcription was problematic for two reasons. The first was clarity. I was
concerned that readers of this study would have trouble understanding the quotations
presented. However, presenting experiences in the words of people being studied is
considered to be one of the best ways to ensure an authentic representation of their
perspective (Seidman, 2013). Many studies have been done on the stigma associated
with English usage considered to be “non-native” or “non-standard.” For example,
Sliwa and Johansson (2014) discussed that people use a speaker’s accent and usage to
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make assumptions about the speaker’s characteristics, including competence,
education, intelligence, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. It was important to me
that each case be presented with accuracy as to what they said, but also with fidelity
to their whole person. It seemed like the transcription of some of the responses might
impede that goal.
To address this problem, I did three things. First, I removed from the
transcript verbalizations that did not represent either content or a vocalized pause
(e.g., “um”). This was following the practice of Crosby (2016) whose rules for
transcription included omitting non-substantive interjections. It also is consistent with
the advice of Stake (2015), who advocated for privileging participants’ meaning. In
an example of what this looked like in practice, one of the cases had a pattern of
inserting the word “no” at various points in the sentence. Given the English meaning
of the word, its presence in the presentation of interview data would actually
contradict the participant’s intended meaning.
Second, I followed the guidelines of the APA in presenting the interview data
in the report. Material in quotation marks or indented as block quotes is the actual
words of the participant. If the direct words of the participant were confusing or did
not seem to convey their intended meaning, I paraphrased and summarized. Stake
(2015), again, pointed out that often when interview subjects read transcripts of their
interviews, they are “dismayed . . . not only because of the inelegance of their own
sentences, but because they did not convey what they intended” (p. 66).
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Third, to ensure that participants had the opportunity to “convey what they
intended,” to check the fairness of my paraphrases and summaries, and to make sure
that the written report was a faithful representation of the participants’ experience, I
submitted the analysis of each case to the relevant participant. This practice, called
“member-checking,” is a commonly accepted way to increase the validity of
qualitative research (Cresswell & Cresswell, 2018). Further, Stake (2015) specifically
advises inviting interview subjects to read and comment upon the report. These three
measures gave me confidence that the analysis presented in Chapter 4 is both true to
the words of the participants and, perhaps even more importantly, true to their
understanding of their experience.
The Reflexive Process. Throughout the interview period, I used NVivo
qualitative analysis software to record my impressions of the interviews, along with
observations and questions. These memos functioned as a reflexive journal, which is
a tool commonly recommended in qualitative research (Boblin et al., 2013; Cresswell
& Cresswell, 2018).
Interview Questions. The questions for interviews were developed using the
protocol for developing semi-structured interview questions outlined by Kallio et al.
(2016) and Turner (2010). A detailed outline of the steps taken follows.
1. Identify appropriateness of using semi-structured interviews. The
appropriateness of using interviews as a data collection method was discussed in the
previous chapter. To reiterate briefly, if the goal is to understand someone’s
experience, the best way to do that is to ask them to talk about it (Seidman, 2019).
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The semi-structured interview format begins with prepared questions based on the
theoretical framework for the research, but also allows the interviewer to pursue other
relevant issues that arise. Further, it provides space for the participant to contribute
thoughts not specifically elicited by the questions (Turner, 2010). While having clear
interview questions focuses the research (Merriam, 1990; Stake, 1995), it is also
important to avoid being too rigid in interviews. This is because one of the strengths
of case study research is that it may discover “previously unknown elements of the
phenomenon” (Boblin et al., 2013, p. 1268). Thus, the semi-structured format was
appropriate for this study.
2. Retrieve and use previous knowledge. For this study, previous knowledge
came from two sources. The first source was the literature on online education,
change, and reflection reviewed in the previous chapter. Specifically, the theoretical
framework incorporating SoC and reflection, along with previous research on factors
that may influence faculty experience of online education, informed the creation of
the questions. The second source of knowledge was the faculty interviews from
Spring 2020.
3. Formulate interview guide. The interview guide is a list of questions based
on previous knowledge and designed to direct the conversation toward the research
topic. The guide provides a loose structure that allows for dialogue, changing the
order of questions, following up for clarity, expanding on a point, or asking for an
example. An initial interview guide, based on the previous knowledge mentioned in
Step 2, was developed for each of the five planned interviews.
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Step 4. Pilot test questions and reformulate based on feedback. This can be
done in several ways. For this interview guide, I used two methods of pilot-testing.
First, I employed the method suggested in Kallio et al. (2016) of asking experts. I
asked a professor familiar with both interview research and the university being
studied to critique the questions for ambiguity, appropriateness to the research
question, and bias. This professor had helped me develop the questions for the initial
interviews in Spring 2020, so she was familiar with my research interest and the
background of the study. Second, again in line with suggestions from Kallio et al., I
field tested the questions with people whose experience was similar to that of the
research participants. I identified three faculty members (two at the university that is
the setting of the study and a third at another university) who transitioned to online
teaching in Spring 2020 and had continued to teach through the then-current semester
(Spring 2021). To avoid taking too much of anyone’s time, I divided the questions
between these faculty members for the test interview. I also, however, asked each
faculty member to critique the entire set questions to solicit their feedback on the
overall arc of the interview guide.
In addition to providing information on the clarity and usefulness of questions,
doing pilot interviews had the added benefit of allowing me to gauge the time
interviews might take, practice interviewing using Zoom, and test the program’s
transcription capability. It was that field testing that helped me decide that it was
important to take my own notes during the interview, so I could compare my notes
and the Zoom transcript in creating a clean transcript for analysis.
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After receiving feedback from all sources, I reworked the questions. The final
interview guide incorporated the suggestions given and learning acquired.
Step 5. Present interview guide in the study paper.
Kalio et al. (2016) stressed that presenting the interview questions in the final
report is an important step to promote validity of the study. The interview guide for
this study is presented in Appendix A.
Documents
The second source of data for this project was documents. In case study
research, documents provide context for the information gained in interviews, points
of reference such as dates, and records of events that the researcher cannot observe
(Stake, 1995). Internal documents collected for this study included course schedules
from the university website, and emails sent to all faculty and staff with
announcements about online education. External documents were online media
reports from sources such as NHK World, Nikkei, and Japan Today. The analysis
section of this chapter discusses the analysis and use of these documents. As
mentioned in the interview guide, syllabi from classes taught by interview
participants during Fall 2019 or Spring 2020 were used to help spark memories about
teaching before the pandemic.
Observations
Observations were conducted of at least one class session for each faculty
member. In the case of Nicolas, who taught two different courses at different levels,
observations were conducted for a class session from each course. This was also
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important because Nicolas was the only professor teaching in hybrid mode, with
some students in the classroom and some joining via Zoom. He taught one class in a
regular classroom, using only a laptop. The other class was taught in a hybrid
classroom with a large rear screen where Nicolas could see the remote students.
Differences between these classrooms are discussed in the analysis of his case
(Chapter 4). Observations of the other professors were conducted via Zoom because
their classes were entirely online. The observations provided insight into choices the
faculty member made about teaching, giving background for the post-observation
interview. That interview allowed me to follow up on observations, asking faculty to
explain why they used certain tools or techniques. These observations also helped me
develop an understanding of the teaching persona of each case. This contributed to
the discussion of pedagogical background for each case in Chapter 4.
For observations, I recorded notes of the event as it happened using a protocol
developed for classroom observation and used in Spring 2020 (see Appendix B). I
followed each observation by recording thoughts about the instructor’s pedagogical
style and questions for the post-observation interview in the memos section of NVivo.
Data Analysis
Data were stored on a password protected laptop, in a database of documents
and folders created by the researcher. Interview transcripts, observation protocols,
and the timeline were entered into NVivo qualitative analysis software to facilitate
analysis. The following sections detail the analytical process.
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Document Analysis. Course schedule, email, and media report information
were analyzed for the purpose of building a timeline of internal and external events
that provided the context for the implementation of online education. This timeline is
available as Appendix C.
Analysis of Observations. The written record of classroom observation was
analyzed for pedagogical choices, techniques, and tools, as well as for student/teacher
interaction. This provided questions for the post-observation interview. Additionally,
I made a list of online tools that the instructor used, and I read the list back to the
instructor during the post-observation interview to check for accuracy and
completeness. I also noted any problems with technology and asked instructors about
their response and thought process dealing with these problems.
I recorded data from the observations and coded it to the same inductive and
deductive codes used for interview analysis. These codes are described below.
Analysis of Interviews. Thematic analysis is one of the most widely used
methods of analyzing qualitative data (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Fereday & MuirCochraine, 2006; Swain, 2018). This analytical method involves developing themes
that identify something important about the data in relation to the research question;
coding units of data (words, phrases, sentences, or paragraphs) to these themes, and
identifying patterns in the coded data (Braun & Clarke). Thematic analysis can be
done in a number of ways. The researcher can use codes developed before analysis or
during. Data can be coded at the semantic level (the explicit meaning of words) or for
latent ideas. The researcher can look at individual words or large chunks of data. The
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interview and observation data from this project were coded using the hybrid method
detailed by both Swain (2018) and by Fereday and Muir-Cochraine (2006). This
method incorporates both pre-empirical codes based on the theoretical framework and
post-empirical codes developed from the analysis of the data.
Fereday and Muir-Cochraine (2006) presented six stages for hybrid thematic
analysis: develop a code manual, test the reliability of codes, summarize data and
identify initial themes, apply the template of codes, connect codes and identify
themes, and corroborate and legitimize themes. The authors emphasized that,
although the use of the term “stages” implies a linear process, analysis is actually
recursive, with the analyst cycling between the stages, especially in stages three
through six, after the pre-empirical codes are developed and tested. The following
section explains how these stages were applied in this project.
Stage 1: Develop a Code Manual. In this stage, the theoretical framework for
the project is used to develop a priori codes. For this project, eight codes were
developed based on Borton’s (1970) framework for reflection and Hall’s (1979)
Stages of Concern. Following the recommendations in Fereday and Muir-Cochraine
(2006), these codes included a label, a definition, and a description. The initial codes
relating to the theoretical framework can be found as Appendix D.
Stage 2: Test the Reliability of the Code. Fereday and Muir-Cochraine (2006)
suggest submitting the pre-empirical codes to a pilot test using raw data to assess
whether the code is applicable to information similar to that which will be collected
for the research project. To test the codes developed for this study, I used transcripts
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of three faculty interviews conducted in Spring 2020 at EUJ. Appendix E provides an
example of applying the template of codes to these transcripts.
Applying the codes to raw data revealed that the codes needed clarification
and modification. The biggest problem was overlap between the codes of
Reformulation, Reflection, and Pedagogical Change. This led to a more specific
definition of Reformulation as ideas about the future or appropriateness of online
learning at the institution. Reflection was defined as thought or awareness as distinct
from action or intention to act. Pedagogical change was defined as change in intention
or action as related to a faculty member’s own teaching practice. I realized in this
process of code clarification that the codes referring to Stages of Concern formed the
“What” in Borton’s (1970) model. I defined the Reflection code as the “So What”
stage of the model, and the Pedagogical Change code as the “Now What.”
Additional refinements included the definition of Collaboration as including
working with only other faculty and staff members, not with students. Data referring
to student collaboration were coded as part of the theme of Consequences in line with
Hall’s (1979) point that in education, the main concerns about consequences relate to
student experience and learning. Finally, the theme of Personal Concerns was given
two codes (A and B). In Hall’s (1979) model, Personal Concerns refers to ways in
which people feel threatened by a change or innovation. In looking at the raw data
from the earlier project, however, it became clear that some faculty members viewed
online learning as more of an opportunity than a threat. They were energized by the
challenge and saw in it potential for professional development or advancement. Thus,
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the code Personal A applies to statements reflecting fears or worries about the
personal impact of online education, while Personal B applies to statements reflecting
enthusiasm about the personal impact of the innovation. Appendix F contains the
modified codebook that was used for analyzing the interview data from this project.
Stage 3: Summarize the Data and Identify Initial Themes. This stage is the
initial reading of the data to familiarize (or re-familiarize) oneself with it. The analyst
reads the transcripts and summarizes key points. This summary is an opportunity to
look for empirical themes in the data. After each interview, I created a clean transcript
for analysis (see “Interview Transcription” for details of this process). I then copied
the transcript into NVivo for coding and read through it again to look for themes. I
recorded themes, ideas, and questions in the reflexive journal.
Stage 4: Apply the Template of Codes and Create Additional Codes. Before
starting the interviews, I had already entered the theoretical codes into NVivo. The
next step was to code the transcript data by matching each section of text to the
appropriate code or codes. Because the goal of this project was an understanding of
overall meaning, rather than discourse analysis or content analysis, transcript data
were coded in relatively large chunks (sentences or paragraphs), representing related
ideas under one theme (Swain, 2018). In thematic analysis, it is typical that one unit
of data may be coded to more than one theme, as it was in this project (Swain, 2018).
According to Fereday and Muir-Cochraine (2006), data in Stage 4 is not
coded only to the pre-identified theoretical themes. Instead, if units of data introduce
a new theme, not included in the codebook, a new code should be developed to define
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and describe that theme. The new codes are then added to the codebook. Swain
(2018) described a similar process in which he added “a posteriori” or empirical
codes to his codebook when the data suggested them. A similar hybrid process was
followed with the interview data from this project. Each new code was added to the
codebook, along with a definition and description. These codes are in Appendix G.
The guideline for developing new codes (Braun & Clarke, 2006, Swain, 2018)
is that they should be internally consistent—that is, all data coded to a particular
theme should be homogenous around that theme. This is why the Personal code from
the initial codebook needed to be split into two codes to accurately represent the
diverse data. Additionally, codes should be externally heterogenous—meaning that
the theme captured by each code should not overlap completely with themes captured
by other codes. That is why the concepts of Reformulation, Reflection, and
Pedagogical Change needed to be more clearly delineated. These guidelines were
followed in developing empirical codes. Swain recommended distinguishing theorydriven from empirical codes in the codebook by placing theory-driven codes in plain
text and empirical codes in italics.
Braun and Clarke (2006) offer the following advice for coding in thematic
analysis. First, code inclusively, including the context of the statement in the coded
text. Secondly, code each unit of text to as many themes as possible. Finally, make
sure to code text that represents tensions or inconsistencies in the data. Resist the urge
to include only text that fits neatly into the theoretical framework or is consistent with
the dominant analysis.
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Stages 3 and 4 happened three times this project. First, after each interview,
transcript data were coded both deductively (using theory-based codes) and
inductively (for themes emerging from the data). Second, after all interviews were
complete, the interview data from each participant were recoded to apply themes that
emerged later in the process to data collected earlier. Third, the data were compared
across cases to check for consistency of application of codes.
Stage 5: Connect Codes and Identify Themes. In this stage, the analyst looks
for patterns in the data. Swain (2018) refers to this as collapsing the codes into
families of similar codes. Braun & Clarke (2006) discuss this as combining codes into
larger themes, some of which become important in explaining the phenomenon being
investigated, and others of which may be refined, separated, or discarded.
Braun & Clarke (2006) recommend making a visual representation of the
themes, such as a mind map or a flowchart. For Fereday and Muir-Cochraine (2006),
this stage involves discovering new themes and patterns that relate to the research
question. Braun & Clarke (2006) again advocate inclusiveness here, suggesting that
codes that do not seem to fit into dominant themes can be grouped under a
“miscellaneous” to avoid discarding information that might disrupt the emerging
pattern.
Stage 6: Corroborating/Legitimizing Themes. Fereday and Muir-Cochraine
(2006) stressed that it is important to avoid making things up when conducting
thematic analysis of qualitative data. It is easy for analysts to see what they expect to
see. Therefore, it is important to add the step of cross-checking analysis with the raw
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data and initial codes to make sure any explanations are consistent with the text. In
this stage, themes are clustered into an explanatory framework, which is then checked
with the data and initial codes.
The step of corroboration and legitimization in this project had three parts.
First, the overall interpretation of the data was checked back with the notes in the
reflexive journal to look for consistency between the original impressions and the
final analysis. Second, the analysis was checked with the original research question
and theoretical framework, to make sure it reflected the purpose of the study. Third,
each interview participant was given the opportunity to check the interpretation of his
or her own case and judge whether it was a fair representation of the experience.
An explanatory framework (Fereday & Muir-Cochraine’s Stage 6) was
developed for each case. Finally, the four cases were again compared with one
another to look for similarities, differences, or patterns in the experience of each of
the faculty members participating in the study. Appendix H shows the data collection
and analysis activities for this project.
Validity and Reliability
The following section defines reliability, validity, and generalizability in
relation to qualitative research. It suggests threats to validity in this project, and
outlines steps taken to combat these threats.
Qualitative Reliability, Validity, and Generalizability
Qualitative reliability means that the approach the researcher is taking is
consistent across different projects and among different researchers (Cresswell &
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Cresswell, 2018). In terms of reliability, the approach taken here follows accepted
methods for Qualitative Case Study (QCS) research as described by Merriam (1990)
and Stake (1995). Additionally, specific insights and direction for the research were
gained by looking at the application of QCS by Boblin et al. (2013) in their study of
the implementation of evidence-based practice in three Canadian acute-care
organizations. Following their recommendations and example, the documentation in
Table 6 shows the procedures and steps of the research to provide a clear trail from
the data to the conclusions drawn.
In qualitative research, validity can be thought of as checking for the accuracy
and credibility of findings from the standpoint of the researcher, the participants, and
the readers of the final report. Steps taken to ensure qualitative validity are addressed
in more detail in the following subsections.
Threats to Validity
This section lists potential threats to the validity of this project. The following
section explains steps that were taken to combat these threats. According to Lincoln
and Guba (1985, cited in Kriukow, 2017), the three most common threats to validity
in qualitative research are researcher bias, reactivity, and respondent bias.
Researcher Bias. In any study, the researcher’s own knowledge,
preconceptions, and interests may lead to unreasonable bias in design, data collection,
or analysis. The fact that I am a former staff member at the university being studied
may be considered a source of bias. Additionally, my own opinions about online
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education or pedagogy in general may create a negative influence on the research.
There is always a risk of finding what one is looking for.
Reactivity. This refers to undue effects caused by the presence of the
researcher in the situation being studied. The very act of observing and interviewing
faculty members necessarily prompts behaviors and responses that may not have
happened otherwise.
Respondent Bias. This happens when participants in a study tailor their
behavior and response to the researcher. This can manifest itself as trying to answer
in the way they believe the researcher wants or by being purposefully obstructionist
or misleading.
Measures Taken to Combat Threats to Validity
For each of the three common threats to validity in qualitative research, I put
into place measures to combat the threat. These measures are described in the
following sections.
Researcher Bias. I took several measures to guard against the threat of
researcher bias. Cresswell and Cresswell (2018) noted that a characteristic of good
qualitative research is commentary by researchers on how their own background
shapes the interpretation of the data. Therefore, I have been open throughout the
project (the proposal, the research, the final report) about my connection to the
university (see “The Role of the Researcher” in Chapter 2 for more details). Second, I
maintained a reflexive research journal to document my observations, reactions, and
questions throughout the research process (Boblin et al., 2013; Cresswell &
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Cresswell, 2018). Third, I followed established protocols for conducting interviews,
which included the use of outside auditors to critique my interview questions and
pilot-testing questions for clarity and content (Turner, 2010). Interview questions are
included in this report of the study (Kallio et al., 2016). I used established procedure
for data analysis, keeping a codebook and maintaining a record of all activities
(Kriukow, 2017). I also employed member-checking by inviting faculty participants
to check my interpretations of the data from interviews and observations (Cresswell
& Cresswell, 2018; Kriukow, 2017).
Finally, I used negative case analysis to reduce the threat from researcher bias.
(Kriukow, 2017) This involves paying close attention to—and following up on—data
that does not seem to fit with the pattern of other data. Braun and Clarke (2006) stress
the importance of this procedure in thematic analysis of qualitative data. In this
research, an example of a place where data did not fit the expected pattern involved
the participants’ attitude toward change. Contrary to expectations, there did not seem
to be a clear relationship between this attitude and their experience of the
implementation of online education. This discrepancy is discussed in greater detail in
Chapters 4 and 5.
Reactivity. When conducting interview research, it is impossible for the
researcher to remain invisible. I took two measures to reduce the negative effects of
my presence in the situation. The first was thick description. According to Cresswell
& Cresswell (2018), including contextual details allows readers to judge for
themselves whether the results of the study are credible and coherent. The case
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studies allowed for an exploration of a variety of relevant factors as well as a
description of these factors in the report. Rather than attempting to artificially
separate the implementation from its context, the case study design made room for
naturalistic study of how the faculty experienced the implementation in context, and
the holistic account and thick description contributes to the validity of the findings
(Cresswell & Cresswell, 2018).
Related to the concept of thick description, data triangulation is another way
to reduce the threat of reactivity (Kriukow, 2017). Triangulation involves gathering
data from multiple sources and/or gathering multiple types of data. This research did
both. Data was collected from interviews, documents, and observations. Additionally,
the diversity of faculty characteristics and experience represented by the four critical
cases provided multiple perspectives on the phenomenon.
Respondent Bias. Several of the measures described above are recognized as
strategies to reduce the threat of respondent bias (Kriukow, 2017). Member checking
contributes to trust built between the research and the participant, which can support
honest answers. It also provides participants with the opportunity to consider their
words and make corrections, if necessary. That was the case in this study, although
participants did not make any major changes to the analysis. Triangulation through
the use of multiple interviews, as well as adding observations and documents to the
interview data, provided a way to look for consistency of responses and consistency
between words and actions of participants. Another strategy for reducing threat due to
respondent bias is prolonged involvement (Kriukow). The fact that I was part of the
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community to which the participants belonged provided me with a context for their
answers, as well as contributing to a relationship of trust.
Ethical Considerations
The research was approved as exempt by the Morehead State University
Institutional Review Board. The Institutional Review Board of the university where
the faculty members teach accepted the exempt designation from Morehead State and
approved the research. The faculty member who constituted each case was provided
with an informed consent form (See Appendix D) and given the opportunity to ask
any questions before participating in the interview or being observed. Classroom
observations were likewise cleared with both the students and the faculty member.
The students were asked by the professor for their consent to the presence of the
researcher in the classroom, although they were not themselves the objects of the
observation. The Dean at EUJ was also asked for permission to use his emails to build
context for the cases, and he agreed to this use.
Summary
This study uses a qualitative case study design. First, I selected four cases,
each a professor at the same university, who all experienced the transition to online
education and the subsequent semesters of teaching online. They were chosen to
represent a diversity of characteristics that previous studies suggested might influence
the experience of teaching online. Data collected included interviews, teaching
observations, and documents both internal and external to the university that provided
a context for the implementation of online education.
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Each case was interviewed four or five times. The first interview focused on
the faculty member’s background with technology and pedagogy. Before the second
interview I observed a teaching session. I included in that interview specific questions
about pedagogical choices. Subsequent interviews explored the initial transition to
online education and the following semesters teaching online. The interview guide
was developed by pilot-testing questions with faculty who had similar experiences to
the cases in the study. An expert auditor, a professor at the university where the
faculty teach, also critiqued the questions. Observations were recorded using a
protocol developed and used in a previous study.
The codebook for analyzing the interview and observation data was developed
in a multi-stage process that included both deductive codes developed before the
interview process began, and inductive codes that emerged from the data (Fereday
and Muir-Cochraine, 2006; Swain, 2018). Deductive codes were based on the
theoretical framework and tested using data from previous interviews with faculty
conducted in Spring 2020. Inductive codes were developed in the process of data
analysis when units of data did not fit the deductive codes.
Once individual cases were analyzed, coding was checked back with the
original data and compared across cases to look for themes. Chapter 4 presents an
analysis of the data from each case in narrative format. Chapter 5 presents the crosscase comparison, discussing the themes that emerged and similarities and differences
among the cases.
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Chapter 4: Cases
Introduction
This chapter presents a narrative analysis of the four cases studies conducted
during Fall 2021. The main data source was a series of five interviews with each of
the four participants. For Case 4 (Nicolas), interviews 4 and 5 were combined due to
scheduling needs. The class observations provided material for the Post-Observation
Interviews. Observations are referenced directly when necessary to clarify the
statements made by participants. The document data collected was used to build a
timeline of events that provides a context for the experience of instructors. Timeline
events both within and external to the university are referenced in this chapter when
relevant, and the full timeline is included as Appendix C.
An important step in the analysis process was member checking. After
interview data from each case was analyzed, the narrative was presented to the faculty
member with the question, “Is this an accurate reflection of your experience?” Cases
had few comments on the analysis of their interviews, and all said that, overall, the
analysis accurately represented their experience. The comments that were made fell
into three categories. First, and most commonly, cases expanded upon or clarified
something they had said in an interview. Secondly, cases provided factual details to
add to their contextual information. Finally, one case disputed my interpretation of an
interview statement. Because the statement had to do with that faculty member’s
thoughts, I chose to accept his revised interpretation over my own. In no case did any
comments from the member checking change the original analysis in any material
way. Rather, the process confirmed and elaborated my original analysis.
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Thematic Analysis
While the context provided by the timeline is important in understanding the
experience of the faculty members interviewed, the analysis is presented here in
thematic, as opposed to chronological, order, following the theoretical framework
developed for this project. In some cases, these two orders coincide. Recall that Hall
and Hord (2019) call SOC “quasi-developmental” (87). What that means is that the
expectation is that the general (and hoped-for) movement is from 0 (awareness)
through the lower-numbered, stages of self-concern (information, personal), to the
higher-numbered, task stage (management), and finally to the impact stages
(consequences, collaboration, and reformulation). A change process is rarely linear,
however, and individuals may experience multiple concerns simultaneously. In the
following analysis, awareness concerns appeared, if at all, before implementation of
online education (Spring 2020). Most reformulation concerns appeared in later
semesters. However, in some cases, faculty members had ideas about modifications
of the innovation’s use almost immediately. Comments coded to the themes of
reflection and pedagogical change similarly often came in reference to events after
the initial semesters online. Some participants, however, seemed more naturally
reflective than others, and were engaging in what Schon (1984) called “reflection-inaction” (Location No. 83) from the beginning of the experience. For all these reasons,
the narratives in this chapter do not strictly follow the timeline of events, but rather a
“quasi-chronological” order, fitting with the nature of SoC and the theoretical
framework.
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In keeping with the importance of description in the presentation of case study
research (Cresswell & Cresswell, 2018), the analysis is presented in narrative format.
As much as possible, the experience is told in the participants’ own words, because
that is the best way to understand a person’s experience (Seidman, 2013). Paraphrase,
summary, and explanation are included for the sake of both brevity and clarity.
Case 1 Analysis
Background
Contextual Information. Evan Cantrell is an American who has lived in
Tokyo for about 15 years. He previously taught at an international high school in
Tokyo, and came to EUJ as an adjunct, first in continuing education, and then as an
instructor in the school’s Bridge Program. The Bridge Program provides instruction
for non-native English speakers who need support with academic English before
continuing their education at an English-speaking university. Evan teaches academic
reading, academic writing, grammar, and general education classes designed to
prepare students for university-level classes taught in English. He is married with two
small daughters and a son who was born during Summer 2020. He enrolled in EUJ’s
PhD in Education program in Fall 2020, so was himself taking classes during the
pandemic.
Technological Background. Evan describes himself as “an early adopter of
technology,” frequently mentioning his interest in and facility with computers
(Interview 1). He learned to type and use a computer at a very young age, and,
because of his self-described “terrible handwriting,” he has always tried to do as
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much as possible on computer for his classes. For example, rather than writing on the
whiteboard in the classroom when teaching in person, he projected the computer
screen on the board and used a Google Doc or PowerPoint. As a college student, he
worked in the IT department at his university. He also mentioned helping other EUJ
faculty members with technical issues, such as setting up their laptops with the
departmental printer after a move to a new building. For Evan, technology is simply
fun. He said he enjoys change that involves learning about or experimenting with new
technology:
Whenever there’s a software update, I’m like, “ooh software update,” and I
want to like do it right away on my computer, even though I think most people
are like— “no, Windows, stop trying to update. “I’m like, “Okay, Windows,
let’s go.” (Interview 4)
He had never taught online before Spring 2020; however, he had taken classes
online for his master’s degree and for fun, and he enjoyed the experience. “I was
taking asynchronous classes in 2012 for my master’s. . .. I had a great time with
those,” he said. “The people who can design [online courses] well are designing it
really well” (Interview 1).
Before teaching online, he was extremely enthusiastic about the potential of
digital media to enhance education. He referenced Ernest Cline’s young adult novel,
Ready Player One, which includes a vision of online education as “an equalizer,
where people in the poorest countries in the world could still have access to the
highest quality teachers in the world” (Interview 1).
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Change. Evan’s enthusiasm for change involving technological innovation
does not mean that he embraces all types of change, however. For example, he
mentioned that he does not like it when his wife rearranges the house:
So, I think that my wife oftentimes likes to rearrange furniture and things
around, and I’m not good with that kind of change because I can’t find things.
I’m bad at remembering where things are in the first place. My life is not
organized. My computer is organized, but that’s about it. And so that kind of
change is tough. (Interview 5)
Pedagogical Background: What Does Good Teaching Look Like? Evan
described his view of effective teaching pre-pandemic as a “democratic” one, in
which he invites students’ input into what they want and need to learn:
I tried to make my classes not very top-down . . .. I often times will allow
students to give me the feedback about what they need, and I am pretty
flexible with changing my syllabi to the extent that I can inside the program to
accommodate their needs. (Interview 1)
He also mentioned the value of class discussion and short writing assignments
for gauging student understanding. He said that he wants to build rapport with his
students and to make them comfortable to ask questions and admit they don’t
understand. He mentioned more than once that he is younger than many professors at
the university; this perhaps makes him seem like someone to whom students can
relate.
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As someone who learned Japanese as a second language in an academic
context, he feels empathy for his students. He wants to recreate the good experiences
he had in the classroom and avoid subjecting his students to the kinds of experiences
that sometimes made his own learning difficult. “My students—I want them to know
that I went through that for a while and I know what that experience is like, how
daunting it can be and how stressful it can be,” he said (Post-Observation Interview).
Even before the pandemic, Evan relied heavily on digital tools in his
classroom. As soon as he started teaching at EUJ, he began using the classroom
computer and sharing Google Docs with his students. He encouraged students to
bring a laptop or iPad with a keyboard to class so they could interact and do
collaborative writing projects online. He attributed this pedagogical decision in part to
not wanting to write on the board. The use of shared files, however, also meshed well
with his idea of a democratic classroom:
Every time someone asked a question, I would write it in Google Drive. I
would say my answer and type my answer. I felt like that was a really
powerful tool to hold myself accountable to what I said. But also, if students
didn’t see it or hear it, they had a second chance. (Interview 1)
His discussion of his pre-pandemic ideas around student success mentioned
student experience: “Every semester I get one or two emails saying, ‘Thank you for a
great semester.’ If I don’t get that email, I worry that something happened that
semester" (Interview 1). For Evan, however, student success seemed more focused on
student learning: improvement in skills during the semester and passing rates of his
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students’ portfolios in the departmental grading system. His desire was to facilitate
student learning and avoid being what he called a “brick wall” to his students by
creating barriers to their understanding or expectations they could not meet (Interview
1).
Throughout the pandemic, Evan’s measures of success continued to focus on
student experience and learning. He was pleased after the initial online semester to
note that his students’ grades had not dropped from their average before the switch to
online education. He also had his students write “action logs” each week, answering
questions about what was going well for them in class and what might need
improvement or clarification. He used this measure of student experience to gauge the
success of his teaching.
He also continued to try to create an atmosphere of equality and avoid a
“hierarchical” structure in his classroom (Post-Observation Interview). A small
example of this is his Zoom account picture, which shows him working on a laptop
and his preschool-aged daughter sitting next to him, also looking at a screen. He said
he chose the picture, in part, because “I feel like it humanizes me a little bit. Rather
than I’m just the, like, authority figure in the classroom” (Post-Observation
Interview).
What: Concerns
Awareness. In Hall and Hord’s (2019) conception of SoC, a person has
concerns at the awareness stage if they are unaware of or uninterested in an
innovation, or if they are so expert that they feel they have nothing to learn.
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According to this description, Evan had minimal to no awareness concerns about
online education. Although he was not engaged in online teaching, and so therefore
not actively concerned with the innovation, it was directly related to both his
experience—he had taken online classes—and interests—he loved technology and
thought online education was a good idea. That said, his initial reaction to the
announcement that EUJ was going to go online might be described as unconcerned. “I
wasn’t super worried or scared,” he said. “I did think it was a little bit strange and I
felt like, even if I found out a couple days earlier, I thought it was a little bit sudden,
like I thought we hadn’t seen anything yet that warranted that” (Interview 2).
Information. Despite thinking that the university’s decision to move classes
online “might have been overly cautious” (Interview 2), Evan’s concerns quickly
moved to the information stage. On the Friday when the announcement was made, he
attended a faculty meeting intended to introduce professors to the Zoom web
conferencing platform. He was familiar with other web conferencing tools, and he
had initially thought he might use Skype or Google Hangouts. After seeing the Zoom
demonstration, however, he thought, “Maybe I should use Zoom” (Interview 2). This
was both because he was interested in learning about the new tool, and because he
was aware that the administration at EUJ preferred that faculty use official channels
and processes.
Before the first online class period, he did not spend much time trying to
figure out how Zoom worked, feeling sure he could use the fairly simple technology
adequately. As he started to experiment with Zoom during Spring 2020, he looked to
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the online help files for information on how to make the tool work the way he wanted
it to. His information concerns remained minimal, however, because of his experience
and confidence in his acumen with technology. He seemed confident that, if he
wanted an answer, he could easily find it. Additionally, searching for and finding
answers about technology was something he looked forward to doing. He said that he
expected small issues, and he found those to be a fun challenge. Larger, more difficult
issues were another matter; those are discussed in the section on Management.
Personal. In Hall and Hord’s (2019) model, personal concerns most
commonly have to do with possible harm or inconvenience that an innovation might
cause to oneself or one’s colleagues. However, in developing the codebook for this
study, however, it became clear that for some faculty members, the personal benefits
from an innovation were more salient than the personal threats. This was the case for
Evan. His personal concerns were heavily focused on the positive aspects of the
situation. As described above, Evan is a technophile and had a positive attitude
toward online education. Therefore, the opportunity to teach online presented itself as
an enjoyable change from the norm. “I was kind of excited,” he said. “I consider
myself an early adopter for a lot of technology, and because of my background in
computers I thought it might be an interesting experiment. So, I thought it might be
kind of cool” (Interview 2).
Additionally, his wife was pregnant with their third child in Spring 2020, and
Evan thought he might be able to help more at home during the planned two-week
switch. As the pandemic progressed and the two-week experiment turned into a fully
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online semester in spring and then in summer, Evan continued to experience personal
benefits from the situation. He was able to spend more time with his newborn son
than he had with either of his two daughters, because he was working from home.
He experienced professional benefits as well. As the departmental faculty
member with the reputation for being tech savvy, he would often get requests from
other instructors to help them figure out issues with Zoom, Canvas, or Google. The
director of the Bridge program was concerned that these pleas for assistance would
infringe on Evan’s time, but he enjoyed helping others with technical issues.
Furthermore, as the threat of COVID-19 became a greater concern in his
mind, the personal benefits of online education became greater. In the leadup to Fall
2020, there was some discussion of allowing faculty to choose their teaching
platform. For Evan, the choice was clear. “At that point of course nobody’s
vaccinated, and I had a newborn still, like, he was still quite young, so because of
that, I asked to stay online,” he said (Interview 3).
The only personal concern that Evan experienced as more negative was the
work/life balance challenge posed by teaching remotely from home and trying to be
available to students who had less than normal access to the university’s tutoring
center and other resources:
I tried to answer emails at different times of day, like even later in the day. If I
had a question at like nine o’clock, I’d open my laptop and answer the
question real fast. So, part of it was like home and work balance was a little
bit off. (Interview 3)
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The work/life balance issue was related more to the pandemic context than to
online education per se. In a more “normal” implementation situation, Evan and other
faculty members might have been teaching online from their offices on campus.
However, the truth is that teaching online makes working from home more viable.
Therefore, the potential blending of work into all hours of the day is a concern worth
noting.
Management. Management concerns were more intense than information
or personal concerns for Evan. This was true both at the beginning of the online
experience and as it progressed.
Time. Evan frequently mentioned concerns about wasting time
troubleshooting technology. In the class I observed, for example, some students were
unable to type in a shared Google Doc in their breakout rooms. While Evan had no
trouble fixing the problem, he said he felt bad about the time lost restoring
permissions. “If I lose five minutes of class time to a silly technical thing that I should
have had fixed before class, I feel like I should apologize to them,” he said (PostObservation Interview). He also noted that his earlier class usually bore the brunt of
such technical glitches, since he would discover problems in that class and then have
them fixed before his second class, creating an unequal experience for students. This
concern for equality is consistent with his desire to be a democratic teacher.
He also initially was concerned about privacy of student information with
document sharing and screen sharing. He said that he lost time “being overly cautious
about only sharing my screen when it was absolutely necessary” (Interview 2). This
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concern seemed to be related to his view of himself as young and technologically
adept. He mentioned having seen videos where people accidentally shared passwords
or derailed a meeting by standing up revealing they were wearing pajama pants. He
said that he wanted to provide students with a better example of what online teaching
could look like. He solved the privacy concerns by figuring out how to share only one
app (a feature Zoom allows) and by creating a cover page “with a picture of a cute
cat” for his class list, which he would always click back on in case he accidentally
shared the screen (Post-Observation Interview).
Evan did not find it difficult to juggle multiple screens, using Zoom, Adobe,
Google Docs, and other tools simultaneously. There was a period in Spring 2021,
however, during which he did not get a visual cue from Zoom when students sent chat
messages. This caused him to miss student questions and comments:
That was really problematic, because I missed a lot of messages . . .. At the
end of class I would notice . . . and then I would go, “Oh my gosh, I’m so
sorry,” and I would have to kind of go through and answer those questions.
(Post-Observation Interview)
Distractions. Another occasional management concern for Evan was working
from home with two small children and a baby. Once he had to cancel class when his
wife was out, and his infant son wouldn’t stop screaming. His 5-year-old daughter
also likes to wander in when he is teaching. “She’s a little chatterbox, so she comes
in, and I sometimes just kind of let her sit down and watch us for a couple minutes,”
he said (Post-Observation Interview).
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While her presence could be distracting (again taking focus away from
instructional time), Evan saw a benefit as well. Having his daughter pop in made him
more human and approachable to students, which is something he values. He said the
students liked having her show up, and even occasionally asked if, as a reward for
good papers, she can come back and talk to them.
Evan addressed some of his management concerns related to family
interruptions through better technology. He described himself as a headphone
collector, and he had pairs he could use to either be able to hear ambient noise or to
cancel it entirely so he wouldn’t be distracted. He also used a professional
microphone that would pick up only his voice, rather than sounds from the house.
Cameras. As the semesters progressed, concerns about losing time became
less acute. A rising management concern, however, had to do with student camera
use. Departmental guidelines about whether students had to have their videos on
during class shifted from semester to semester. At the beginning, faculty were
encouraged to allow students to leave cameras off to protect privacy—and because
the thought was that the online experiment would be brief. Evan did not have
problems with this initially. He said whether students had cameras on or off during
the first few semesters, they seemed to be engaged. However, in Summer 2021, most
students in his writing class kept their cameras off, and he said, “they were asking
fewer questions. I couldn’t tell whether they were there” (Post-Observation
Interview). He noticed that he would stress certain points in class, but not see students
applying those things in their writing. After a while, he started removing non-
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responsive students from the Zoom room, so they would have to message him and ask
to come back. The camera problem, Evan noted, was a difficult one. He understood
reasons why students might want to have cameras off, and he was uncomfortable
pressuring them. Yet he also felt the need to know that students are paying attention:
Now we are allowed to ask students to keep their video on, but I am also a
little uncomfortable enforcing that, because I know that . . . there are a lot of
pressures to look a certain way . . . or have a nice background. But I want
them to have a dialogue with me about it, if possible, like, “I woke up late,
please let me keep my video off” . . . rather than just not paying attention
(Post-Observation Interview).
Cameras, additionally, are not the ultimate guarantor of student engagement.
Evan described an experience with a student who was sitting at the table with another
girl during class, with her video on:
And at one point I saw the other girl hand her a Nintendo Switch, and then she
took the Switch out of the video and started looking down. And I sent her a
private message saying, “hey, I know what you’re doing, please stop” (PostObservation Interview).
The girl turned her camera off for the rest of that class period. Evan said that,
in retrospect, that was probably the only thing she could have done, due to her
embarrassment about being called out. She did keep her camera on in subsequent
classes, and she has not used class time for gaming in any obvious way since.
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Hybrid Education. Part of the experience of online education for Evan, as
well as for others at EUJ, involved periods of hybrid teaching. Because of Japan’s
travel restrictions, some students were unable to enter from other countries. Even
those students in Japan were sometimes afraid to come to Tokyo, where COVID-19
cases were often the highest in the country. As a way of accommodating these
realities, in later semesters (beginning in Spring 2021), the university encouraged
professors teaching in-person to provide Zoom options as well. Evan found hybrid
teaching difficult. This was largely because of management concerns. Typically for
this instructor, these were concerns specific to wasted time:
You lose the time to technology stuff, like making the breakout rooms . . .
And then, like remembering to turn the projector on and share my screen loses
time. And I think also, some of the privacy that students have, to send private
messages in chat . . . the students in person can see that message, and so the
anonymity goes away. (Interview 4)
In Evan’s estimation, hybrid teaching is “the worst of both worlds” (Interview
5), with all the time-wasting glitches of online education, but none of the potentially
compensating benefits. Trying to manage students both in person and online was a
balancing act that raised intense management concerns.
Consequences. By far the most intense and numerous concerns for Evan were
the consequences of online education for student engagement and learning. The
primacy of consequence concerns, according to Hall and Hord (2019) is not only
typical of experienced instructors, but a desirable state. It indicates that the instructor
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is focused on how to use an innovation effectively for education, rather than being
mired in concerns about personal impact or logistical management details.
Student Engagement. Evan mentioned in multiple interviews the feeling that
online classes had lower energy, which he attributed in part to less personal
connection between students both during class and in the minutes before and after
class. In the first semester, when students already had been in class together for
several weeks and had personal connection and relationships, the energy and
engagement seemed high:
They were already kind of chatting and talking with each other in person in
class. There was a kind of rapport or comfortableness. I don’t know exactly
how to explain it, but they were not as nervous about being online. Whereas I
feel like a lot of times people, if they get singled out online, or if they’re
talking online and Zoom, like, focuses only on that person’s face or
something, they get self-conscious because they’re not used to it. (Interview
2)
He described Fall 2020 as his best semester online. That was partly due to two
very engaged and high-performing students, who “were kind of steering the class.
They were not shy about asking questions and keeping their video on . . .. The fact
that they posted faster than anybody else to the discussion board let people reply to
them” (Interview 3). He said that the high student engagement was also likely
because of the period in which that semester fell. Students were by that time familiar
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with online tools and the expectations of online education, but they were not yet worn
out with the medium.
Evan did not experience any difficulty with student engagement in the online
setting until Summer 2021. In that semester and in Fall 2021, he observed that
students seemed to be experiencing what he called “Zoom fatigue” (Interview 4). He
also felt that he was having more trouble reaching them:
I often feel now I’m like, “Hey, don’t forget to do this in your essay,” and I
write it in the whiteboard, and I’ll email the class about it, and my class is
recorded and posted online . . . and people are still not doing it. So, I feel like
there’s an element of tune in/tune out kind of thing. (Interview 2)
He said that, in an in-person classroom, he felt confident that he could read the
room and gauge student understanding. In the online classroom, he encourages
students to use the “thumbs up” icon or to send questions in the chat. Some students,
however, are not fast typists, and may fear that when typing a question or comment,
they will miss out on a portion of the lecture or discussion. Evan said that his “biggest
struggle” is knowing when to give students more time to respond and when to move
on with the class, assuming that everyone is tracking (Interview 3). He has tried to
deal this issue (with mixed success) by telling students to let him know—with their
voice, by typing a “1” in the chat (for wait a minute, and because a “1” is easy to
type), or with an icon—if they have a question and need time to type it:
And then I’ll wait. “I know I have a question from you.” . . . So, I am doing
that stuff versus saying, “At any point, send me a question in the chat. And
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even if it is something earlier in the class, I won’t be mad at you, like, I will
be happy to go back and answer that question.” (Interview 3)
An especially worrisome aspect of wandering attention has been the students
whom it affects. The opportunity to disengage seems particularly problematic for less
prepared and less high-performing students:
The students that really need help, I can’t just say, “Hey, you’re in the room
with me right now. I need you to talk to me.” And so, I feel like sometimes the
underperforming students . . . don’t quite know what’s going on and don’t
necessarily message me for help. (Interview 3)
He said that he also worries occasionally that he himself might be less
engaged, as he becomes more comfortable with the ease of reproducing online
lessons. He talked about the advantage of being able to reuse materials stored online.
While he creates entirely new lessons if students have issues that he has not addressed
before, most of his lesson planning is recombining previously developed material to
fit the needs of his current students. This is made even more efficient because the
materials are all digital, so they are easy to copy or adapt. This efficiency is an
advantage, but it may have drawbacks as well. “I just copy and paste,” he said, “and
maybe I’m like, failing to transfer something that was important. . .. I don’t know if
this is really happening, but I worry sometimes” (Interview 3).
Availability. Another consequence for students that Evan mentioned was the
difficulty of accessing campus resources like the Learning Center, or even his own
office hours. He has scheduled Zoom office hours, but students must email ahead to
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set up a meeting. He does not wait with the Zoom room open to see if anyone shows
up. “So rather than just kind of casually walking up and talking to me at my desk, the
students would have to schedule a meeting” (Interview 3). This made meetings more
formal, which he thought might create a barrier to students talking to him. He did get
more emails from students, which he saw as a good thing. He hoped, however, that
they were not reaching out to him simply because they felt they had nowhere else to
turn.
Rubrics. Passing a level of the Bridge program is dependent on a portfolio
grading system, in which two faculty members from the program grade the portfolios
of a set of students, who may or may not be in their classes. If the two disagree on
whether the portfolio is passing or not passing, a third grader breaks the tie. With the
shift to online grading, Evan felt there was more pressure to use rubrics for scoring
these portfolios. These rubrics could be easily created in Canvas. Evan was
concerned, however, that the use of rubrics led to harsher, less holistic grading, which
ultimately resulted in fewer students passing each semester. The use of rubrics is
discussed further in the section on Collaboration.
Positive Consequences. Not all of Evan’s concerns were focused on negative
consequences for students. Indeed, his overall assessment of the online education
experience was a positive one. He experimented with various percentages of
synchronous vs. asynchronous learning, and he found that he liked the combination of
two days of synchronous class time with one day of asynchronous work. He often
used videos that he pre-recorded for the asynchronous lessons. The ability to rewatch
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the videos, as well as the recordings of the synchronous classes, were a valuable tool
for student understanding, he said.
The balance between synchronous and asynchronous learning relates to the
idea of the flipped classroom, where students prepare outside of class through reading
or watching videos, then spend class time doing work, which is often collaborative.
Evan experimented with this pedagogical technique and liked it. In one grammar
class for example, he had students spend the class “doing activities and proofreading
and fixing grammar together” (Interview 4). He said he found it a good use of time.
The flipped classroom may be more work for students, he said, but the tradeoff in
terms of scaffolding and teamwork was worth the investment. “I think the students
like that as well,” he said, “because there’s never a time where they’re just like being
pressured to do grammar by themselves and if they don’t know the answer, they can’t
ask anyone” (Interview 4).
He also saw the potential for students to be more engaged in the online
setting, because making things work properly requires active participation. Students
need to click on different folders; they need to manage the Zoom window and taking
notes simultaneously. If students are willing and able to engage, this can create
opportunities for participation equal to or beyond what might happen in a classroom.
Even the lower-energy classroom may not have entirely negative
consequences for students. Evan pointed out that introverted students may feel
overwhelmed by too much classroom energy. Therefore, they may be better able to
focus in a more isolated setting. Similarly, the opportunity to ask questions privately
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via chatting directly to the instructor could be an equalizer for quieter students, he
said.
A Democratic Classroom. Another area of consequence that concerned
Evan was the potential of online education to contribute to a democratic classroom.
With the transition to online, he stopped using Power Point and shifted to Google
Docs, which he kept in a folder shared with students even while he was working on
lessons. He liked the idea that students could check what was coming up in class, and
“open the document and see me planning a little bit” (Interview 2). Students could
also collaborate in Google Docs, and Evan was able to track participation in group
work both in real time, but also by looking at the editing history of the documents. “I
have the opportunity, if I wanted to, to see who was doing what, or if it was a team
effort, or if one person kind of just took it upon themselves” (Post-Observation
Interview).
Creating more teamwork-based activities seemed especially important to Evan
in the context of the pandemic when many students were isolated in their homes.
Evan tried to make his online classroom as collaborative as possible, and found that
digital tools, primarily Google Drive, made this easy to do. To compensate for the
extra time that it took to get started working in a breakout room, he also moved
toward making low-stakes classroom activities compliance-based rather than
completion-based. This allowed student groups to work out details about who was
going to type and who was going to talk first, and still earn full credit for the
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assignments even if they did not finish. The shift to compliance-based grading for inclass assignments also may have helped alleviate some of the time pressure Evan felt.
Collaboration. Collaboration concerns were not as intense for Evan as those
related to management and consequences. Still, he said that his communication with
colleagues decreased with the transition to online education. This was due mostly to
the fact that everyone was working remotely. As stated earlier, remote work is not a
necessary feature of online education. It was, however, an integral part of the context
of the COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, remote work is certainly a possible
consequence of teaching and learning online. For Evan, being remote from colleagues
made communication seem more significant. This is similar to his impression of outof-class communication with students during the period. In both cases, the remote
context created a barrier to casual interaction:
I used to sit near the two main people that I worked with . . .. If I had a
thought, even if it was just a passing, not-very-important thought, I could just
be like, “Hey, what do you think of this?” . . . And then it became like, is this
worth writing an email about? Or maybe I could just do it myself. (Interview
2)
Collaboration with the program’s adjunct instructors also decreased. When he
was teaching in person, Evan would run into adjunct instructors regularly and discuss
students or classroom issues. With communication moving online, however, Evan
mentioned a reluctance to be “an extra email in this person’s inbox” (Interview 3).
This lack of collaboration, in Evan’s view, hurt efforts to “work proactively to make
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the lesson or the classes better” (Interview 3). Instead, most collaboration was
reactive, prompted by the need to solve a specific problem.
The sense of working in isolation also affected the portfolio grading. In the
past, faculty might have been in the same room, grading essays and discussing each
one. With the switch to online grading and rubrics, this kind of discussion became
less common. Evan also worried that, because of the way the portfolio grading was
set up on Canvas, the second reader might see the first reader’s scores and be unduly
influenced. Additionally, while the purpose of rubrics is to make grading more
objective, Evan’s concern was that the sense of objectivity was false because the
rubrics were not verified. He said, “if multiple people are using the same rubric,
we’re not really quality testing. . .. We’re not doing that inter-rater reliability. We’re
not doing that” (Interview 3).
During the first semesters of online education, Evan’s boss, the program
director, tried to hold regular meetings in an effort to maintain connection among
faculty. These meetings then stopped for a couple of semesters, Evan said, due to
difficulties with coordinating schedules. However, Evan began meeting again with
the two other full-time instructors in the program. This renewed collaboration, he
said, has been helpful. “That helps me gauge, like, I’m having this problem in my
class—are you having this problem? And we share kind of tips and things like that,”
he said (Interview 3).
Reformulation. For Evan, Summer 2021 and Fall 2021 were both difficult
semesters, during which students seemed less engaged with the class and the material.
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Despite the challenge of the past two semesters, he is still optimistic about the future
of online education, both in general and at EUJ.
He said that while art classes may be difficult to conduct online, large gen ed
classes, such as the university’s two Intellectual Heritage course requirements, would
work well in an online setting. He envisions students who want to come to campus
using the cafeteria as a space to attend online classes. In addition to making these
classes more efficient, moving them online could solve the school’s perennial
problem with classroom and office space. Classes in his own program, such as
speaking classes and small tutorials, could also be easily conducted online.
If the university does decide to make some classes permanently online, Evan
has ideas about changes that might help make this a success. One change he would
like to see is a university-wide policy on student camera use, so students know what
to expect from classroom to classroom. He also thinks the institution should develop a
policy around how much of a class should be synchronous versus asynchronous. He
mentioned that some professors are teaching entirely asynchronously, and he is not
sure how effective teaching can be if professors never see their students:
I personally feel like it should be probably like 70 percent synchronous and 30
percent asynchronous, and that’s what I’ve been doing. And so, I would like
to think they would push something like that, because with the kind of flipped
learning stuff, I feel like that 30 percent can be really efficient. (Interview 4)
On a more tactical level, Evan said that if online classes are indeed the future
of education, students are going to need to learn to type accurately and efficiently. He
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has tried to encourage his own students to use online typing tutorials to improve their
skills, although he has not required this as part of his classes. “With the expectation
that, like, dissertations and essays are typed, I think we need more typing practice.
Zoom is just one extra thing that they need to be able to type for online learning,” he
said (Interview 4).
So What: Reflection
Because Evan’s concerns were most intense around issues of management
and consequences, it makes sense that these two areas prompted the most reflection.
The section below discussion the ways in which concerns with management and
consequences caused Evan to reflect on his pedagogical practices.
Reflection on Management. In the area of reflection on management
concerns, managing time was again the critical issue for Evan. He pondered how to
deliver information in the most efficient way, which made him re-evaluate both
curriculum and pedagogy. Teaching online forced him to think through “what was
worth spending time on lecture-wise, versus what things were worth putting
asynchronously as a one-way lecture” (Interview 4).
Reflections on efficiency also arose from the management concern of student
typing speed. While Evan did acknowledge that some learning may be lost in the
transition from writing with pencil to typing, the gain in efficiency that comes from
typing remains an important counterbalance. This is especially true when thinking
about writing academic essays with multiple drafts. “I think that typing—even the
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fastest pencil user is going to be slower than the fastest typing,” he said. “My fingers
can keep up with my thoughts a lot faster than my pencil can” (Interview 4).
Reflection on Consequences. Evan noted that students, in both face to face
and online classes, tend to get out of their education what they put in. Yet he thought
this truth might be magnified in an online setting, which requires greater autonomy
and participation from students:
In in-person classes, if you put in a little bit, you can get a lot out. Putting in a
little bit in online classes gives diminishing returns. But if the students are
engaged, and if they give a medium or a large amount, they can get a medium
or a large amount back out. . . . It’s the low engagement students that maybe
would have survived if it was an in-person class. But they’re just so able to
tune out and be distracted. . . . Those are the students that are kind of falling
through the cracks. (Interview 3)
He also wondered about his own energy and engagement. He thought they
might be lower in the online setting, particularly when coupled with working from
home. This prompted reflection on his own response to online education:
There are days when I wake up and get the kids ready for school with my
wife, and then the kids go to school, and I sit down and drink coffee, and I
look at it—I should be on the clock. I mean, it’s not like 11 o’clock, but like
9:30 or 9 o’clock. . . . It definitely feels like there is less pressure. I don’t
honestly feel like I am teaching differently, but that’s the kind of anxiety I
have in the back of my mind. (Interview 3)
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Evan speculated that the differential in energy between online and in-person
education may have a kind of biological root: “Having someone in front of you that
looks 3D and all of that, physiologically I think you have different endorphins going”
(Interview 4). He was therefore not sure that it would be possible to “fix” the
problem. He said, however, that the solution lies in expectations for what the online
classroom will be—not a temporary substitute for something better, but a viable mode
of teaching and learning that is different, rather than inferior. Additionally, the “flatter
curve of energy level” may actually be an advantage for some students who find “the
physiological response to having someone in the same room” to be stressful and
distracting (Interview 4).
Now What: Pedagogical Change
On one level, the transition to online teaching prompted very little
pedagogical change for Evan. As he noted in the interviews, he was already doing as
much as possible using digital tools. He made use of Canvas, accepted and graded
papers digitally, encouraged students to bring devices for collaborative work, and
used Power Points and Google Docs to share information using the classroom
projector. He was enthusiastic about online education and eager to experiment with
new digital tools. In the online setting, he was able to draw upon his technophile
tendencies, integrating tools such as Adobe and Paint, experimenting with
Microsoft’s shared documents, refining his understanding of Google Docs and Zoom,
and pre-recording himself giving instructions for assignments. Some of these are
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techniques he plans to incorporate into his in-person classroom when he returns to
campus.
In addition to having a personal affinity for technology, Evan was also able to
fairly easily integrate the affordances of the online medium with his self-concept as a
teacher. He viewed himself as an open, flexible, and democratic teacher who
empathized with his students’ role as learners of a foreign language in an academic
setting. In many ways, the online classroom supported this self-conceptualization.
With file sharing, students could look at his planning process, have access to course
documents before, during, and after class, and collaborate with one another on inclass activities or writing projects.
One area where this integration has not been as easy, however, is student
engagement, particularly related to students having their cameras on. Evan has
struggled to find the right balance between empathy and flexibility on the one hand,
and desiring student participation and engagement on the other. He cares about
student learning, and he believes that the best way to facilitate that is for students to
communicate about what they need. Online education has presented a challenge in
that area. Evan seems confident, however, that this is a challenge that can be
overcome, perhaps with the help of university-wide policies regarding camera use.
He is also thinking of ways that he can increase engagement through changes
in his own class. The flipped classroom is a strategy he has already experimented
with, and that he intends to pursue further. He mentioned moving more content to
videos that students watch in preparation for class. He could then use class time for
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teamwork activities. On a more tactical level, he has increased efficiency and student
engagement by changing from Power Points to Google Docs. He has also figured out
technological solutions to concerns about privacy of data and distractions caused by
working from home. He is eager to continue to experiment with digital tools, such as
Voice Thread. His continued experimentation seems to be driven by two
complementary motivators. First, he finds technology fun and enjoys playing around
with different tools. Second, he wants to find ways to make his teaching more
efficient and effective.
The changes Evan has made are subtle, because online education meshes well
with his ideas about what makes for good pedagogy and his self-concept as a teacher.
Nevertheless, the implementation of online education did prompt reflection on
student engagement and use of class time. This reflection led to refinement of his
teaching, bringing it into closer alignment with his ideal.
For Evan, pedagogical change is about getting to the vision he read about in
Ready Player One, online education that is equitable, efficient, and effective. He said
he saw glimpses of this in his semesters online. He described times when students
would join a synchronous class while on the train or in the car with their mom. While
on the one hand he found it annoying that students scheduled an appointment during
class time, the experience also made him see a future where students might be
traveling in their Elon Musk-inspired personal pods, getting instruction from the best
teachers in the world no matter where they were:
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I think the biggest hurdle to getting there is that people don’t believe online
education is as good as in-person education. . .. So, I think that over time, as
people, probably after this kind of pandemic experiment with online
education, I think minds are already changing a little bit. (Interview 4)
Case 2 Analysis
Background
Contextual Information. Yoko Tsuno is Japanese. She has lived in
Singapore and the United States, as well as in Japan. Her husband is French, so she
has also spent significant time in that country. She has an adult son who lives in the
United States, another who is a university student in California, and one who still
lives at home in Tokyo with Yoko and her husband. She is an adjunct professor of
Japanese, who came to EUJ three years ago after teaching in the United States. She
taught beginner and intermediate Japanese language classes for her first years at EUJ,
including during the initial semesters of online education. During Fall 2021, the
interview period, she was teaching a self-developed translation class fully online.
Technological Background. Yoko thinks of herself as comfortable with
technology in daily life, though not particularly advanced when it comes to the latest
technological tools:
It’s all about relative concept. If I see my friends from middle school, high
school, or my old working place, women in their 50s, there are a lot of people
who don’t have their computers. They do it all with their mobile phone. But if
I compare to my children’s age, twenties or in their teens, no—I am very
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behind in terms of social networking. But using technology teaching, I think I
was ahead even before this pandemic. (Interview 1)
She was the only faculty member interviewed who had a background in online
teaching. In 2011, she began teaching an online Japanese language course through a
large American university that has programs on military bases throughout the world.
She mentioned students stationed in Jordan, Afghanistan, Germany, Korea, and the
Pentagon, among other places. The course was mostly asynchronous, although either
Yoko or a TA met weekly with students for individual speaking practice. She learned
about online teaching through training provided by that university, and she said that
she enjoyed both the training and the experience of online teaching.
She learned to use instructional technology, such as a Learning Management
System called D2L and tools like Voice Thread. The training also covered how to
communicate with students and colleagues online. For example, why not to use
capital letters in email because it can be interpreted as shouting at the reader: “It’s an
interactive training system—there’s no teacher, but interactive. If you write in capital
letters—can you PLEASE do it, PLEASE in capital letters, how do you feel? Do you
think it’s a good idea?” (Interview 1).
Yoko continued to teach her military students asynchronously throughout the
pandemic and the Fall 2021 interview period. The interviews for this study, however,
focused on her experience with the implementation of online education at EUJ.
Change. Yoko described herself as someone who is used to and comfortable
with change. She said that her life of moving around globally has prepared her to deal
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well with change, whether she likes it or not. Some of her moves, in particular one
from Singapore to Connecticut when her son was young, were not easy. Yoko
acknowledged that change can be challenging, but she insists that maintaining a
positive attitude is necessary. “The more you resist, is more waste of time and
energy,” she said. “So, all these adjustments, and going through difficult times, I just
try to go with the flow—think something positive” (Interview 2).
Pedagogical Background: What Does Good Teaching Look Like? The
core of Yoko’s teaching philosophy is connection with her students. She discussed
wanting students to feel comfortable and “safe to talk on any topics” (Interview 1).
One way she tried to make students feel safe and comfortable in class is by being
careful with correction of their spoken Japanese. She said she understands that it can
be frightening to speak aloud in a foreign language:
I don’t just openly correct—overcorrect—grammar because they speak in
Japanese. I just don’t say, “You’re not using the correct grammar,” or,
“Wrong, your usage is wrong.” I just repeat with the correct grammar. And
then, maybe I go back and then give feedback on their writing. I just don’t
make students embarrassed for using wrong grammar or making mistakes in
speaking. (Interview 1)
When she spoke about successful teaching, she included student performance
and learning, but her focus was much more on the relationships she developed with
students. She connected student success with students feeling happy and relaxed,
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confident about their skills, and motivated to learn more. She wanted her students to
like her, and she seemed confident that most did:
I think students are responding well. Students keep contact—students just,
they keep talking to me after class. That means, I think, they like me. They
come back to me to write recommendation letters for job—and of, course,
scholarship. . .. And then, not only the current students, but the students from
two years, three years. “Tsuno sensei, do you remember me?” I say, “Of
course I remember you!” I keep a good relationship with my students.
(Interview 1)
As the previous quote indicates, Yoko values the connection with students
even when she is no longer their instructor. She said that she is careful not to show
favoritism in class, but once students are no longer in her class, she is happy to
connect with them as friends in a mentorship capacity. In different interviews, she
mentioned meeting a former student for coffee and going to the art show of a former
student. In addition to maintaining contact with former students, she talked about
connecting students to opportunities. She mentioned helping students find work
teaching English at a summer school and helping a friend who is a casting agent find
someone for a role. She frequently referenced a desire to help students do class
projects or find outside jobs that they could put on a resume to advance their careers.
In terms of student learning, Yoko stressed wanting students to be able to use
the language skills they gained in class. She talked about helping students understand
cultural differences as well. For example, because her students were learning
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Japanese in Japan, she encouraged them to bring their experiences and questions to
the classroom and used those experiences as a foundation for her teaching.
In the class observed for this study, a translation class, Yoko’s desire to make
students comfortable solidified. The proficiency of students in the class ranged from
intermediate to very advanced, though no students were native speakers of Japanese.
She shared a Power Point presentation in English and had students read the slides
aloud (“Because English is not my language” Post-Observation Interview). She then
spoke to the class mostly in Japanese, using vocabulary and grammar that would be
accessible to the least advanced Japanese speakers in the class. She said that
sometimes, it was challenging to present the complicated linguistic concepts that
provided the academic background for the class at a level that the least proficient
students could understand. “I have a very thick book, Translation Studies, and it’s so
difficult to explain all those big names—Saussure or Chomsky or Jacobson—I
explain very difficult ideas in very, very simple words” (Post-Observation Interview).
Despite Yoko’s focus on building relationship with students, she was the only
faculty member in this study who did not directly attribute her pedagogical choices to
having empathy with students or what it was like to be in their place. Instead of
seeing herself as someone who had once been in a position similar to her students,
Yoko seemed to view herself more as a fellow-learner with her students, often
commenting on how much they taught her:
So, I just don’t look down. I just treat them as the same level—as a human
being. I learn many things from their perspective because the generation is
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different, and the time is changing always. I have to update. I can’t impose my
idea. They students like it: “Sensei, do you know this and that?” And I say,
“What is this; can you explain?” (Interview 1)
She frequently mentioned the difficulty of her first years teaching at EUJ. The
Japanese department at the university expected professors to adhere to a hierarchical
and formal style, to do all work on paper, and to teach the same content across each
class at each level. Yoko chafed against these restrictions, both because lecture-based,
content-driven, teacher-centered instruction felt unnatural to her, and because she
thought it prevented her from serving some of her students. In particular, she
mentioned students with learning disabilities, such as one young man with dyspraxia,
who struggled to write kanji (the Japanese writing system that utilizes Chinese
characters). When she tried to argue for “accommodation that goes beyond the letter”
(Interview 2), she was met with resistance:
But in a Japanese class, they say that handwriting is the most important skill
in language education. I said—I just suggested to make additional—because
he can just type, no problem. And I just try to help him and, with the aid of
[coordinator of disability resources and services]—and Mookie was there too.
But that student just finally gave up the studies at EUJ. (Interview 2)
Yoko also recalled meeting Mookie for the first time, shortly after she came to
EUJ. During their first conversation, she shared with him some of her struggles. “He
said, ‘How is everything?’ and I said, ‘I don’t know. I don’t think I can continue in
this workplace. I don’t think I can survive this environment’” (Interview 2). Yoko had
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entered an already complicated situation in the Japanese department at EUJ. Mookie
with his own concerns, had taken over leadership of the department in Fall 2019.
However, some senior faculty, were not willing to make changes or cede authority,
and this is where the pressure on Yoko was originating.
Mookie proved to become a strong supporter of Yoko. She said that she talked
to him frequently, both before the transition to online education and during, until he
left the campus in Summer 2021 to return to the United States.
What: Concerns
Awareness. Not only had Yoko taught online previously, but she was still
teaching online through the American university in Spring 2020 (and continued to do
so throughout the COVID-19 pandemic). She had not used Zoom before, because
most of her previous teaching was asynchronous. However, because online education
was already part of her life at the time of EUJ’s implementation of the innovation in
Spring 2020, it is fair to say that Yoko had no concerns at the awareness level.
Information. Yoko’s previous experience meant that she also had few
information concerns about online education as an instructional platform.
Interestingly, she also had minimal information concerns about whether and how EUJ
would implement online education. She said that because she reads newspapers from
around the world, and her husband is in pharmacological business, she was very
aware of the pandemic. In early 2020, Yoko’s husband kept an online site with a
continuous tally of COVID-19 cases on the television screen, so that the advancing
crisis was constantly before their eyes. She also noticed that Tokyo’s international
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elementary and secondary schools had moved online. Therefore, she fully expected
that EUJ, which she said usually aligns with the city’s international schools, would
follow suit. After a conversation with Mookie in which he mentioned Zoom as a
platform the university might use if they went online, she worked on filling in the
gaps in her information by experimenting with Zoom and Canvas. “I felt like, it’s
going to happen,” she said. “And then, so actually I prepared. I started to prepare on
my own to do the experiment. I just explore new features—Zoom functions and
Canvas” (Interview 2).
Personal. For Yoko, there were no negative personal concerns about online
education. It helped, of course, that she was comfortable with the medium. She said
that she had taken the job at EUJ because she wanted to teach in person, but her
attitude toward change in general helped her view the transition with equanimity:
To resist what is happening is just a waste of energy. . . to say the hundred
thousand reasons why I can’t do it. It’s really like negative energy. You know,
just thinking ahead: How can I do it? Or how can I manage the situation.
(Interview 2)
Not only did Yoko experience no concerns about online teaching as a personal
threat, but the transition had many personal benefits for Yoko. With sons in the
United States and her husband’s family in France, teaching online provided freedom
to travel. Although travel was not easy during the pandemic, and sometimes it was
impossible, Yoko visited both countries during the school’s six online semesters. She
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said she did not mind the time difference; getting up at odd hours to give exams was a
small price to pay for the flexibility afforded by being able to teach online.
Yoko also gained professional benefit from the transition to online. She wrote
two articles during the COVID-19 pandemic. One was a research article based on a
survey she did of students in one of her classes, asking them to rate how much they
liked certain digital tools. The other was coauthored with the school’s coordinator of
disability resources and services and focused on using Information and
Communication Technology (ICT) to create an inclusive classroom.
The most important personal benefit, however, was that online teaching
provided a way for Yoko to escape what was for her an untenable teaching situation
in the EUJ Japanese Department. At first, the switch to online merely meant that she
was not being monitored as closely, so she had more freedom to do things like
digitizing materials. The crisis situation also meant that senior faculty were less able
to focus on maintaining lockstep uniformity, although it was still encouraged. Yoko
emphasized that Mookie, head of the department at that time, was aware and
supportive of the changes she was making. She described her initial response to the
greater freedom from senior faculty oversight: “All I did was in secret. I didn’t tell
anybody [the senior professors], and nobody is watching. If students don’t tell,
nobody is blaming me for doing a new thing” (Interview 2).
As the pandemic continued, Yoko found even more pedagogical freedom,
which was a clear personal benefit. She was ultimately successful in her efforts to
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persuade the department to implement more digital tools. That process is discussed in
the Management and Collaboration sections.
Management. The first management concern that arose for Yoko was
technological. Her computer did not have the speed and capacity to host the large
Zoom class meetings:
It just started crashing. . .. When I went to buy a new computer, the personnel
of the shop said that even a five years computer cannot host the Zoom
classroom. . .. So, I got a new computer and then, the problem solved.
(Interview 2)
While Yoko’s technological problem was solved with the purchase of a new
computer, her students also experienced technology barriers to online learning. Their
Wi-Fi connection and speed tended to be the biggest problem. Students would
disappear from the class, only to reappear after spending several minutes trying to log
back in. Yoko said she told students not to worry if that happened; she would share
the Power Points and videos, and they could learn the material that way. She also
instructed students to communicate with her via Line, a texting app. This would give
them a way to quickly send her a message explaining what had happened.
Time was a challenge for Yoko as well. Unlike Evan, she did not mention
concerns about wasting class time. Instead, her time concern had to do with the lack
of time available to her and other instructors for creating effective materials. Because
the implementation of online education was so sudden, no one had any time to
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prepare. “So it was, we’re just doing the courses and making the materials at the same
time,” she said (Interview 3).
Related to the time challenge was management concern about how to give
tests. The Japanese department was committed to paper and pencil media. That, of
course, became difficult in the online environment. At first, students were required to
write their answers on paper, take a picture, then upload the picture to Canvas. Yoko
had suggested that she create digital tests, but her idea was not met with enthusiasm
by the departmental leadership.
Then, between Spring and Summer 2021, she digitized all the content for the
class she would be teaching in the summer. The other professors teaching that class
were willing to use the digitized tests and worksheets as well. Over the course of the
next several semesters, with increasing support from her colleagues, she was able to
completely transform three out of the first four Japanese language courses to digital.
“Because it just saves time,” she said. “There are the auto corrections. If everything is
digitized, you don’t have to do the back and forth—the screen and writing, screen and
writing” (Interview 3).
The management of other digital tools did not cause much stress for Yoko.
She enjoyed experimenting with different resources such as Padlet, Doodle Polls, and
Google Docs, and said that she did not worry if something did not work the way she
expected:
Okay, I just implement the tools that I discover, and then, I just tried
everything, and “Oh, this doesn’t work very well.” Like Padlet didn’t work
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very well. . .. I tried everything and it was really fun. Not difficult. It’s
challenging, but it’s stimulating. If it didn’t work, okay, so I just forget it. It
didn’t work, and we just change next semester. (Interview 4)
Yoko said that even major technical problems did not derail her classes.
Although the class I observed had no technical issues, Yoko described a subsequent
class session during which her Zoom crashed. She attributed the problem to having
too many applications open at once. Whatever the reason, she found herself booted
out of Zoom and the application closed. She reconnected with her iPhone and typed a
message to students in the Google Doc, where she could see them working:
I think I knew that I can log in with the iPad app. I was pretty sure, so I didn’t
panic. I said that so students, maybe students were worrying about what
happened to me, but I think I handled it well. It was only 10 minutes, the last
10 minutes of class. And I went back with iPad, and I continued, and then
nobody said anything. (Post-Observation Interview)
Yoko talked about students leaving cameras off, but never brought up student
use (nor non-use) of video as a problem. She mentioned once that it might be easier to
assess student engagement if she could see their faces. However, she immediately
followed that comment with an explanation that students might not want to have
cameras on early in the morning, or they might be living with roommates or in
surroundings they didn’t want to share.
Rather than focusing on camera use, Yoko adopted pedagogical techniques
that required students to demonstrate engagement even without showing their faces.
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For example, she made a point to call on every student three or four times within a
130-minute class period. She also asked students to use the chat or send her emojis to
show they were there:
I think that students live with roommates or partners in a small apartment.
Their privacy—so I just say, “It’s nice if I can see your face, but it’s not
mandatory. And instead of showing your face, can you send me a heart?”
(Post observation interview)
By Fall 2021, Yoko had moved beyond the more common techniques of using
the chat and emojis (although she still encouraged their use) to running her entire
class out of a shared document where all students could type at once. This technique
is discussed further in the Pedagogical Change section. In sum, while Yoko
experienced a variety of management concerns, she was able to work through most of
them with seemingly minimal mental or emotional turmoil. Her management
concerns could best be described as numerous, but not intense. In her words, she
tended to view them as “stimulating” rather than frustrating.
Consequences. Yoko’s consequences concerns fell into two broad categories.
One had to do with the consequences of the innovation for student engagement. The
other had to do with the consequences of the pandemic situation for student physical,
emotional, and mental health.
Consequences for Student Engagement. Yoko was interested in how her
students experienced online learning, so she conducted a small research project with
her class in Spring 2021. She surveyed students about which online tools they liked
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best. She found that almost 100 percent of the students she surveyed rated Google
Docs and Google Sheets very highly. They also liked instructor video feedback on
assignments. They did not like Padlet or homework using a voice recording app. Her
survey also asked students if instructors should encourage camera use. “Their
response was so neutral,” she said. “Half of the students just answered, I don’t care,
neither agree nor disagree” (Post-Observation Interview).
She expressed frequently that the online classroom was not a barrier to student
engagement. In some cases, engagement increased online. The ability of students to
ask her questions privately, using the chat feature in Zoom, helped decrease their
anxiety about getting an answer wrong in front of classmates. She invited students to
send their answers in Japanese to her first, then she would correct them before the
student said the answer aloud in class. Collaborative tools, such as shared documents,
invited constant student engagement and provided an opportunity for students to work
simultaneously, rather than talkative students dominating the classroom. After
attending a workshop, Yoko switched from Google Docs to Google Slides. Rather
than scrolling through a document, working with slides made it easier to switch
between students or groups working collaboratively in a breakout room. She could
easily monitor student progress. “And they know that I am just looking at them
typing. . .. I think they are reassured that I know they are typing, engaging, and
participating. They are not forgotten even they don’t talk” (Post-Observation
Interview).
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She also found asynchronous online tools, such as discussion boards,
conducive to student engagement. For the translation class she was teaching in Fall
2021, students were required to post in response to a prompt, then respond to two or
more classmates. She found that the discussion boards prompted detailed responses.
Importantly, they also allowed a forum for students to help their classmates
understand difficult concepts or work through problems with assignments. “There’s
so many active discussions going on,” she said, “and I can see if they don’t get the
idea, they just figure out by discussing” (Post-Observation Interview).
Consequences for Student Health. While concerns about student engagement
were easy for Yoko to deal with, concerns about student well-being were more
intense and difficult. These concerns were only indirectly related to the innovation of
online education, they were a significant part of Yoko’s experience and a definite
driver of pedagogical decisions. Additionally, in much the same way that working
from home is a potential consequence of online teaching, increased isolation is a
potential consequence of online learning. She worried about students from other
countries who were alone in their apartments in Japan, a foreign place, where they
might not know the language or culture and might be cut off linguistically and
relationally from information about the outside world. Some students in the class had
anxiety issues, and she was worried about them. She was also concerned for student
financial well-being because many had lost their part-time jobs due to the pandemic.
When the Japanese government issued a stimulus payment to all residents, Yoko
helped students with the paperwork. She also made sure that students knew that
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Mookie was bringing donated food and supplies to students on his bike. If they
needed anything, they could contact him, and he would bring it to them:
What happened was many students asked me how to fill out the form, so part
of my class became how to fill out the form. And then, the class shifted to
more like I’m checking on the well-being of the students. I asked every
student if they are doing fine, and then, if they say something like they don’t
have any food to buy, they don’t have money. . . . We are here for you, and we
are supporting, and moral support, and challenging them not to be depressed. .
. . It was the solitude that was really difficult for them. (Interview 2)
Concern for the immediate struggles of her students eclipsed other
consequence concerns for Yoko especially during Spring 2020. That may explain
why her discussion of those early semesters rarely focused on whether and how well
students were mastering the course material. For Yoko, the issues of life were more
important:
I just put everything academic aside. Just students . . . make students come to
my class. So, I think that semester was very special because I didn’t talk about
like absence or lateness or anything. I just told them to come to the class,
everything’s fine, there’s no penalty, and we just do what we can this
pandemic. (Interview 2)
Collaboration. Yoko’s collaboration concerns were related to her feelings of
discomfort in the Japanese department even before the pandemic. She said that the
lack of enthusiasm for instructional technology in the department was typical of the
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Japanese education system in general. “I think in the United States, there are many
educators who are very agile in technology teaching, but not in Japan,” she said. “I
felt sorry for my colleagues, because they didn’t have any time of preparation or skill
or experience” (Interview 1).
At first, she served as a resource to other faculty members in her department.
After the meeting when the initial transition to online education was announced, she
demonstrated Zoom for her colleagues, using the English-language interface that she
had been experimenting with:
And they just said, “Can you change the language to Japanese?” I said, “Oh,
oh wow, yeah, okay, sure, of course.” Okay, for the first time I saw all the
functions in Japanese. I tried to explain all the vocabularies, like voting
system or chat or a breakout room—everything has Japanese vocabulary. And
I had to remember, or to explain. (Interview 2).
As mentioned in the previous section on management, Yoko also offered to
transfer paper files for tests and worksheets to a digital format. To her, this was an
intuitive response to teaching online. The suggestion, however, was not met with
enthusiasm. Yoko said that the senior professors in the department felt more
comfortable staying as close to the old system as possible. Furthermore, every section
at each language level was required to do things the same way. The system that was
adopted that first semester was that all faculty were to give quizzes by showing the
quiz on the screen, having students write the answers on paper, then take a picture of
their work and upload it. Yoko found this method impossibly complicated and
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inefficient. When asked about why others in the department rejected her ideas, she
said that perhaps her colleagues saw both online education and Yoko herself as
threatening to their authority and the way of teaching with which they were
comfortable:
They are scared. . .. I think I was a threat, just talking a different language and
talking about something that they don’t know. And I am a young professor. I
am not in a position of deciding anything. So, they dismissed all the ideas I
presented. It was very frustrating. (Interview 2)
Yoko met once a week with the other professors teaching the same level, ‘to
align our teaching” (Interview 2). She found the sessions unhelpful, feeling that the
other faculty members were mired in old, inefficient practices that were even more
inefficient in the online setting. For example, rather than digitizing the materials, one
professor spent hours creating a paper Blue Book for student answers. She said,
“We’re just looking at the very different direction” (Interview 2).
As time went on, however, the other faculty in the Japanese department
softened. Yoko digitized the materials for her Summer 2021 class without telling the
senior faculty. She shared the materials with the other professors teaching that level,
and they helped by editing and proofreading what she had created. After a partial
semester teaching online, these colleagues were also eager for more efficient
practices. The following semester, those two colleagues supported Yoko in her
suggestion to move all materials online. With three professors advocating for digital
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materials, others came on board as well. Each semester, Yoko was able to digitize
another class:
It gradually changed. It’s very slow, but I think people just need time. . .. If
somebody tells you to change, we have to change, you need to change, the
people’s natural instinct is to say, “Oh, whoa, whoa, whoa, no, no, no”—
resistance. That was happening then. (Interview 2)
The handwriting issue remains a sticking point, because learning to write kanji
is traditionally a major part of Japanese language learning. Yoko said she thinks the
department has recently reached a compromise that will put emphasis on handwritten
kanji for the first part of the first semester, then gradually shift to having students type
or record themselves speaking. She noted that in Fall 2021, after a year and a half of
teaching online, many of her colleagues had become comfortable with the medium. It
may not have been their preference, but they are able to teach and willing to make
adaptations to make online education effective.
The departmental collaboration may have had a positive result, but it was a
frustrating process. Yoko had more immediately productive collaboration with two of
her colleagues, whom she described as “also friends” (Interview 2). The three of them
would meet for coffee or at Yoko’s home, where they would share ideas about online
teaching. Yoko said that the other two professors were a generation younger and more
tech savvy than she was, so she would get ideas from them about new tools to try in
class.
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The three of them had collaborated before, sharing ideas about how to
improve the Japanese curriculum and pedagogy at EUJ. At that time, they weren’t
sure how to share ideas with the more senior Japanese faculty. Yoko’s husband, who
works in a corporate environment, offered to show them how to run a meeting where
people at different levels of seniority could share thoughts freely. The idea was for
everyone to type their response to a question in a shared document or chat, then all
click “enter” at the same time, so that everyone’s idea appeared at once. “Then you
don’t have to change,” Yoko said. “Nobody changes their idea after listening to
somebody else’s idea” (Post-Observation Interview). In business, the method is called
“sugoi kaigi,” which literally means, “incredible meeting.”
At that time, the meeting that ensued did not change minds in the Japanese
department at the time. However, her husband’s idea was the genesis of Yoko’s
collaborative online classroom, where most work is done by students typing
simultaneously in shared documents.
In an online setting, collaboration does not have to be only with those at the
same institution. Yoko also gained insight into how to more effectively use online
teaching through the Facebook page of the American Association of Teachers of
Japanese (AATJ) and an online workshop given through the British Teachers
Association. The workshop was where she learned about using Google slides, rather
than Google docs, for collaborative work.
Yoko has also been more able to share her expertise with colleagues in recent
semesters. In addition to the digitization of materials, she planned an online workshop
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to teach other EUJ faculty members about Microsoft One Drive, as the University
migrated its files to that platform at the end of Fall 2021.
Reformulation. When talking about her experience teaching online before the
COVID-19 pandemic, Yoko mentioned that sometimes, students found that online
education did not work well for them. This, she said, is okay. She would never take it
personally if a student simply decided that they preferred the in-person medium.
After six semesters teaching online at EUJ, Yoko maintains the view that not
everyone is going to excel in—or enjoy—the online learning environment. This is
true for teachers as well as for students. Furthermore, she thinks that people who do
not want to teach online, should not. Not only is it uncomfortable for the instructor,
but students are negatively impacted by their instructor’s struggle. “If they teach
online course, they should be eager to use new tools and materials, but it shouldn’t be
something, like, forced,” she said. “Because again, it becomes obvious that you don’t
want to do it” (Interview 4).
She said that she expects EUJ to continue to offer online classes even when
in-person classes resume. She has heard the campus dean express a desire to continue
to provide online options so that EUJ can reach students around the world. Given that
many EUJ students are in Japan on student visas which require in-person class
attendance, it is not practical or desirable for the university to continue to offer the
majority of classes online. However, she speculated that maybe 10 or 20 percent of
classes could continue online. As long as that is the case, she intends to keep teaching
online; she finds that for both her and her students, the medium works.
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So What: Reflection
The transition to online education allowed Yoko space to reflect on her
experience of teaching at EUJ. Yoko realized that her own efforts to teach in the “old
fashioned” way (Interview 4) expected by the Japanese department pre-pandemic
were in some ways very similar to the efforts of the more traditional faculty to adjust
to the online setting. Teaching in a style that the professor does not believe in is not
good for either the professor or her students, she said:
If you’re doing something you don’t want to, like me, teaching in the oldfashioned way. I don’t know if students saw it. I think that my colleagues, like
the old-fashioned teachers, saw me hating doing that, like, old-fashioned way.
(Interview 4)
Online, she was able to develop a style that fit better with her idea of good
teaching and her view of herself as a relational teacher. Even before the COVID-19
pandemic, working within the confines of teaching in a way that did not feel natural,
she focused energy on building connection with her students. The shift to online
education, therefore, did not change her ideas of teaching so much as allow her to
explore and expand them. She saw that teaching online gave her an opportunity to
connect in new ways with students. It allowed her to connect with even more students
than she could in a face-to-face setting:
The basic relationship is the same, I think, but since I use more social media:
Line, Instagram, I think, there are more. . . . Because, as I think I said before,
the in-person class students just come and go. And then students who speak
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out and are actively involved in a classroom always get attention. But so many
quiet students . . . just—it’s easy to just overlook. But I think with a personal
communication it’s really—with online course I just—my attention just goes
to everyone, I think, more than in person class. (Interview 4)
Now What: Pedagogical Change
The implementation of online education at EUJ did not change Yoko’s ideas
about good pedagogy. Rather, the experience allowed her to embody and extend those
ideas in a way that face-to-face teaching at EUJ did not. In some ways, it was the
Japanese department that seemed to undergo a pedagogical change of sorts. The
faculty became more open to instructional technology and more tolerant of
pedagogical difference among members. This increased openness gave Yoko the
opportunity to develop an approach to online pedagogy that meshed perfectly with
her view of teaching as relationship.
In the class I observed, Yoko and her students were all working in a shared
document, which had rows for each student and columns with questions. Yoko would
ask a question and invite students to type their answers in the document. Sometimes
students needed to search for answers online, and Yoko would ask them to put the
URL of the website in the document. After allowing time for students to think,
research, and type, Yoko would then call on individual students to discuss their
answers.
Despite her use of online tools, Yoko insisted that her teaching has not
changed in any fundamental way. She is simply using different tools to achieve the
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goal of building learning relationships with students. She said that she thinks these
tools could transfer back to the in-person classroom setting, should she return there.
She described a translation exercise she had done with her students in late Fall 2021,
in which each student wrote a translation on a Google Slide, with Yoko circulating
among them, answering questions, and commenting. Then students looked at one
another’s slides and voted on the one they liked. Then the whole class moved to the
slide that received the most votes and discussed it as a class. Yoko said she thinks that
activity could be adapted effectively to in-person classroom setting, with students
working on computers and she circulating physically, rather than digitally. She also
thinks the shared spreadsheet could be used in a face-to-face class.
In sum, the move to online education gave Yoko new life as a professor. It
allowed her to teach in a way that was consistent with what she believed about good
teaching and who she believed herself to be:
The past three years at [EUJ], I was really—I was not me. I was doing
something that I didn’t want to do. That was, like, imposed on me. I was not
free. So that three years I was always asking myself, is this something I want
to continue? And then, this online setting came, and then I just said, this is
what I want to do. (Interview 4)
Case 3 Analysis
Background
Contextual Information. Jiyoung Park is from the United States, where she
moved with her family from South Korea when she was 11 years old. She has lived in
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Japan for 13 years. She initially came to Japan after earning an undergraduate degree
from a university in the eastern U.S.:
I came to Japan just kind of by chance. I taught English conversation, and I
wanted to, you know, make some money and travel around, and that’s what I
did. Okay, then yeah, then I went back and did some odd jobs and went to
grad school. And, you know, life happens, and then, back to Japan because I
had met my husband—who was to be my husband—the first time in Japan.
(Interview 4)
She has been at EUJ for 10 years and is now the director of the school’s FirstYear Writing Program (FYWP). The FYWP includes two classes. “Introduction to
Academic Discourse” is a developmental college composition class with sections for
native and non-native English speakers. “Analytical Reading and Writing” is the
university’s college-level composition course, again with sections for native and nonnative speakers. Jiyoung has taught all the department’s classes, but she tends to
focus on sections for non-native speakers. As director of the FYWP, she hires.
manages, and evaluates about 10 faculty members in the program, most of whom are
adjunct instructors. Although she has been at EUJ for a decade and holds a leadership
position, she said she “kind of stumbled onto this job,” and had not really planned on
a career as a college composition instructor (Interview 4). Her hiring at EUJ is
discussed more in the section on Pedagogical Background.
Jiyoung is married and has two sons, one in upper-elementary and one in
middle school. They attend Japanese schools.
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Technological Background. Before the transition to online education at EUJ,
Jiyoung used technology “a lot” in her professional life:
Most of my work is on the screen, so a lot of communication with students
and with colleagues is email driven. I was constantly on Canvas trying to
organize things, make class materials available to students. (Interview 1)
She said, however, that she always read and marked student papers in hard
copy, rather than on the screen. She also did work-related reading on paper. Her
preference for paper came from “the facility of taking notes” in that medium, rather
than from any intrinsic dislike of the digital medium (Interview 1). She also relied
mostly on readings in class, “so I don’t think I used much multimedia” (Interview 1).
She describes herself as flexible and fairly quick to catch on to instructional
technology, but “not an early adopter” (Interview 1), or a frequent user of social
media. Her use of technology was mostly work-related, rather than an important part
of her personal life. She had never taught online, taken classes online, or given the
idea of online education much thought. She said that if she had thought about online
education before the COVID-19 pandemic, she probably would have thought it was
not as good as in-person education.
Change. Jiyoung has experienced a great deal of change and challenge in her
life. She started school in the U.S. at age 11 “without even knowing the alphabet.”
She also reflected that “Living, working and raising children in Japan as a nonJapanese person also required constant learning and adjusting” (Post-Interview
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Email). She said, though, that she is not someone who necessarily seeks change for its
own sake, or who approaches every challenge with confidence and enthusiasm:
There’s certain challenges that I am more prone to suffer from. . .. You know,
like public speaking, you know, going to a conference and presenting. Or, you
know, like preparing for that kind of thing is such a huge challenge to me, so
like, I really hate those challenges. I mean, the process of coping with the
challenge and doing the work . . . that is really, really difficult for me.
(Interview 3)
In sum, Jiyoung’s attitude toward change might be described as capable, but
not enthusiastic. She can adapt to change, but she does not actively seek it.
Pedagogical Background: What Does Good Teaching Look Like? As
mentioned under Contextual Information, Jiyoung did not set out to teach collegelevel composition. She has, however, always been involved with teaching in some
capacity. She tutored other students when she was in high school and, in Japan, taught
conversational English and worked as an Assistant Language Teacher (ALT). In
Japan, it is common to have ALTs in English classes to provide native English
support for Japanese instructors. When Jiyoung interviewed for the EUJ job, she said
that the woman who was program director at that time saw passion and potential for
teaching writing:
We still talk about it to this day, saying that, you know, there’s something that
she really liked about me. She always says, you know, she saw this passion
for teaching writing—although I had no experience teaching college
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composition whatsoever. She said there was something about it, like it felt
right. (Interview 4)
Jiyoung describes her experience the first few years in the program as learning
“like a student as I was teaching” (Interview 4). The program director mentored her
and, because of some research that the director was doing at the time, they double
graded papers, which “was a really perfect opportunity for me to learn from her”
(Interview 4). Jiyoung taught only one course a semester, learning the skills of
teaching and discussing everything with the director. “So, there was plenty of
opportunity for me to grow,” she said. “Yeah, I think I just kind of took off.”
(Interview 4)
After four or five years of teaching part-time, Jiyoung moved to a full-time
position in the FYWP. During the interview period in Fall 2021, she was in her third
year as the program’s director. It was during her second semester as director that the
transition to online education took place.
The careful, deliberate process of growth that characterized Jiyoung’s
introduction to teaching writing also characterizes her attitudes to both student
learning and her own teaching. She describes her teaching style as one of “a
facilitator—someone who supports learning” (Interview 1). This learning, for
Jiyoung, should be measured in more than one way. One measurement can be looking
at what students produced, both through in-class assignments and in their final
portfolio of writing for the class. This type of content- and skill-based learning was
important to her, and she structured her classes around creating opportunities for
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students to develop the specific skills they would use in their essay drafts. At least
equally, important, however, was students’ affective response to the class. “That’s
what counts more,” she said. “How do you feel about yourself as a person after this
class . . . how can I support confidence in writing” (Interview 1).
In addition to supporting student growth, Jiyoung was cognizant of her own
growth as a teacher. She said that one measure by which she judged her success was
student performance and their feedback on evaluations of her teaching. However, her
feelings about her own teaching matter to her as well. She considered a successful
semester one in which she was able to learn:
There could be some major event—good or bad. If something happened that
left me with a timeless lesson that I can learn from. . . . It could be with a
student, with the whole dynamics of the class, a series of interactive
encounters with a colleague, a class observation and the discussions that
followed a certain event. If I feel like I really learned something from it, I feel
like I have grown. If I sense some kind of growth that I can record and
remember and apply, that’s one way of measuring success. (Interview 1)
Perhaps because of the value she places on growth, Jiyoung was also very
open about what she views as her weaknesses as a teacher. She mentioned that,
although she wants students to be actively engaged in learning experiences during the
class period, her desire to communicate clearly means that she often finds herself
taking too much time explaining things. In more than one interview, she also
mentioned that she does not think she is funny or a naturally exciting lecturer.
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The classroom, in Jiyoung’s view, is a place for both students and teacher to
grow. This does not mean, however, that Jiyoung sees herself as having the same role
as her students in the classroom. She is “someone with authority . . . supportive and
nurturing . . . someone who has the knowledge and skills to be able to support
students learning in concrete ways with good strategies” (Interview 1).
Her favorite tools and techniques pre-pandemic tools included “multiple
modes of reinforcement” (Interview 1). This was in part because she often taught
ESL sections of the writing classes, so she tried to avoid over-reliance on purely
verbal delivery. Instead, she wrote on the board to summarize important points, either
made by herself or the students. Although she critiqued herself for spending too much
time explaining activities, she rarely lectured, instead relying on students reading and
collaborating in groups, then reporting out to the class to “reach a class conclusion
based on those different discussion results” (Interview 1).
What: Concerns
Awareness. Before EUJ announced the transition to online education,
Jiyoung was squarely in the awareness stage of concern. As mentioned in the
Technological Background section, she had “close to zero” experience with online
education, from the perspective of either an instructor or a student (Interview 1).
Additionally, she had no interest in the innovation. She said that if someone had
suggested that she teach online, “I probably would have said no. If there was no need,
I don’t think it was something that my ears would have perked up” (Interview 1).
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Early in the last week of February 2020, Mookie, the ADAA, sent out an
email mentioning the possibility of classes at the university being delivered online as
a measure to control the spread of the Coronavirus. Jiyoung said she “kind of
overlooked the message” (Interview 2):
I think he included some resources, and then the same message about
becoming familiar with Zoom, and, you know, kind of tightening our Canvas
practices. But I mean, you know, I’m—Canvas is always very familiar, and
First Year Writing faculty are really good at using Canvas, so I wasn’t worried
about that. And I just kind of didn’t really pay attention to like—oh, Zoom,
okay. You know, that’s some resource. But it just didn’t hit me. (Interview 2)
Jiyoung’s state of mind at that time fits the classic profile of someone at the
awareness stage (Hall & Hord, 2019). At this stage of concern, the person views the
innovation as unrelated to anything they are interested in or focused on. In her first
year as director of the FYWP and teaching two classes, Jiyoung’s mind was full of
more immediate concerns. Jiyoung said that when she attended the Friday meeting at
which the implementation of online learning was announced, the import of the email
earlier in the week became clear. “I realized at the meeting that others perhaps had
taken that message more seriously, and had been more, kind of been in better
anticipation of this thing actually happening” (Interview 2). For her, however, the
announcement was “a total shock” (Interview 2).
Information. As soon as it became clear to Jiyoung that online education was
going to become immediately relevant, she moved to the information stage of
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concern. She said she was not sure how to react to the news that she would be
teaching online the next Monday, but she knew that she needed to figure it out. Her
immediate information concerns were about the technology that would be used to
facilitate the online education. She said that Mookie, the Assistant Dean for
Academic Affairs, demonstrated the use of Zoom in the faculty meeting, and another
faculty member in the FYWP had previously taught via Zoom. Through watching the
demonstrations and trying it our herself at the meeting, “I kind of got the vague idea,
okay, okay, I can use this” (Interview 2).
Jiyoung was also cognizant that she would need not only technological
knowledge to be successful in online teaching, but also pedagogical knowledge. She
said she realized that “people have always taught online. There are experts out there”
(Interview 2). Jiyoung sought out available expertise by enrolling that spring in a
course through the University’s Main Campus Center for Advancement of Teaching
(CAT):
And I can’t remember the name of the certificate, but they had a series of
courses—workshops that one needed to participate in order to get this
certificate for something for online teaching. Yeah, that was really great.
(Post-Observation Interview)
Even in Fall 2021, her sixth full semester teaching online, Jiyoung still had
intense information concerns. These concerns fell into two categories, based on her
dual roles as professor and program director. In terms of her own role as a professor
and classroom instructor, she expressed a desire for knowledge about best practices in
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online teaching. She said that because she has not had the opportunity to read deeply
on the topic, it is difficult to assess her success in the medium. She can see, for
example, that one class may be more engaged than another, or one activity may work
well and another fail. However, she is not able to parse out exactly why those things
happen in a way that allows her to consistently apply the learning across classes and
semesters:
Like a tool is . . . you know, I rely on, I would be relying on literature in the
field to catch me up, and, yeah, to be to kind of have the tools to be able to see
what’s working and what’s not, what can be better. I am lacking ways to
analyze that in my own teaching right now. (Interview 4)
The other area in which Jiyoung’s information concerns remained intense had
to do with her ability to assess the online teaching of other professors in the
department. This was particularly true for a few professors who opted to teach mostly
asynchronously. Jiyoung said that because she does not know much about the
effectiveness of asynchronous teaching for first-year composition, she has encouraged
(though not required) professors to incorporate more synchronous elements to their
classes. As program director, she would normally observe instructors’ classes, but “I
can’t observe an asynchronous course, right?” (Interview 2). That has left student
feedback as one of the few tools she has to assess the course, and “students were not
loving it at all, so I was quite worried about that” (Interview 2). To help her fulfill this
part of her role as director, Jiyoung said she would like to do a workshop on
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asynchronous teaching that is offered through the CAT. However, she has not yet had
time to make that wish a reality.
Personal. Like the two faculty members discussed in previous case analyses,
Jiyoung did not mention intense concerns about personal drawbacks or professional
threats associated with the innovation of online education. She did mention that she
was “overwhelmed” by the amount of preparation required to teach online (PostObservation Interview). This was true both at the initial implementation in Spring
2020 and throughout all her semesters of online teaching. The issue of time is
discussed in greater detail in the section of management concerns. The negative
concern about the time required to plan and coordinate lessons, however, seemed to
be somewhat balanced in Jiyoung’s experience by the fact that she enjoyed the
opportunity to learn new things about teaching.
Jiyoung was the only professor interviewed who articulated a connection
between the fact that online teaching was not seen as a personal threat and the context
of the pandemic. She noted that everyone at EUJ was in the same situation, trying to
figure out an innovation that no one had strong experience with. They all had to adopt
the change, and the context was one of crisis. “I knew there wasn’t really like an
expert,” she said. “We were all in this together, so I liked that aspect of the situation”
(Interview 3). She also mentioned that another factor making the transition easier, in
some ways, than a more planned one, was the fact that it happened so quickly. “I
didn’t have the time or the luxury to kind of feel,” she said. “I just had to do”
(Interview 3).
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Jiyoung said that Mookie also helped alleviate personal concerns that faculty
might have felt. He provided a supportive and “nurturing” presence during the initial
transition. “He created that kind of expectation that we are—you know, this is a huge,
huge challenge, but everybody’s here for support, being with each other, and that
we’re just expected to do our best” (Interview 2). Mookie, in this way, served as a
change agent, someone inside the organization who helped facilitate the
implementation of the innovation of online education (Rogers, 2003).
Jiyoung experienced personal benefits from the transition to online education.
One of these was a sense that staying home was safer for everyone. Going into Fall
2020, Mookie gave professors a choice of whether to teach online or in person.
Jiyoung chose to stay online. “I think I was still afraid of COVID,” she said. “I didn’t
feel comfortable kind of jumping back into the into the in person” (Interview 3).
More importantly, she experienced the transition as an opportunity to grow as
a teacher. She said that she enjoyed the CAT workshops that she enrolled in. She
found them exciting and helpful, and she loved being able to try new things in her
classes. “I felt that I was learning so much,” she said. “And that felt really good. It
felt really good to learn” (Interview 3).
Management. Jiyoung experienced several management concerns with the
implementation of online education. These concerns focused on time, camera use, and
her own working space.
Time. Time was one area of intense management concern. Time was an issue
both outside of class and during class time. Outside of class, the transition to online
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teaching required that she take more time to plan and develop lessons. This was
separate even from the time Jiyoung wanted, and felt she needed, to learn more about
teaching online. Lesson planning was something Jiyoung was already serious and
deliberate about in the in-person setting before the pandemic. With online teaching,
the time required to plan effective lessons increased. Some of this, of course, had to
do with Jiyoung’s lack of experience with the medium. In the first semester online,
she said that the basic structure of the class, including the techniques she relied on,
did not change much. “I think I tried, because I didn’t have much knowledge about
online teaching, I just tried to replicate to the best of my ability what I would have
done in class,” she said (Interview 2). In this case, the planning required more time
simply because the technology was new—both to Jiyoung and the students.
Jiyoung’s experience, however, also seemed to point to the fact that that the
nature of online teaching may intrinsically require more planning. This is because,
online, there is more potential for students to misunderstand an assignment. Jiyoung’s
concerns about student understanding are discussed in the section on consequences.
For now, the important point is that, as a result of the potential for misunderstanding
that she perceived, Jiyoung spent a great deal of time planning assignments so as to
reduce confusion:
So, I tried to be very deliberate and—this is like the word that they use [in the
CAT workshops], and that stuck with me when I did the workshop classes—to
be deliberate in my approach in designing the lessons. And the way I
understood that word, “deliberate,” was to be, like, really conscious of the

CRISIS, REFLECTION, AND CHANGE

189

time that I use in an online format. So, like, there has to be a reason for —
there has to be a clear reason for what I do. And you know, that would be the
case in an in-person class too, but I became just hyper aware of the necessity
to design each class with a super clear goal in mind and to align everything
and try to strip it of things that may not be absolutely necessary. (Interview 3)
It took a great deal of Jiyoung’s time to create materials and resources for her
students. In some cases, this was because of a sense that video lectures with Power
Point presentations, for example, needed to be polished and free of errors, requiring
multiple iterations. Jiyoung, however, said that she did not always feel bound by a
need for polished materials. For example, she made a video about doing library
research early on that she described as “homemade” (Interview 3). She said, “that
term, something I also did not feel any shame about was kind of, you know, being
approachable and just being real with the students” (Interview 3).
In addition to the time required outside of class to get up to speed with
technology and pedagogy and the time required to plan effective lessons, time was
also an issue during class. Some of this was due to technological glitches. Jiyoung
said she often used Google Docs or other shared files when teaching online, and
sometimes the way that students merged their personal and university email accounts
could cause problems with the permissions. Then time would be taken up by
troubleshooting. In the class I observed, for example, some students thought they did
not have access to their group’s Google Doc. Jiyoung said this kind of thing tended to
happen in the first two weeks of class, but usually worked itself out after that.

CRISIS, REFLECTION, AND CHANGE

190

Even when the technology was working perfectly, however, Jiyoung said that
activities took longer online:
Students . . . have to get this and that from different places and then pull it all
together, and you know they have to look into different things on the screen,
so you know just organizing breakout rooms, going in there, coming back, and
making sure the students have clear instructions to be able to accomplish what
they need to do in the breakout rooms. All of that, like, everything is time
consuming. (Interview 4)
One way that Jiyoung addressed some of her management concerns related to
time was to establish clear expectations and routines in class. By creating a
predictable class structure that involved group work in breakout rooms and specific
roles, she was able to make the class run more smoothly. “It’s just practice,” she said.
“From the first class, that’s what we do. Every day we do the same thing. That was
their fifth class, so they were rolling with their routine” (Post-Observation Interview).
Cameras. Like other professors interviewed, managing student use of cameras
was definitely a concern for Jiyoung. Also, like other faculty members, she struggled
to find the right balance between setting clear guidelines and being responsive to
individual student needs. She began her discussion of camera use by saying,
“Basically, I require it” (Post-Observation Interview). She recorded an introductory
video for students to watch before the first day of class. In Fall 2021, the video
included, among other class information and expectations, a screenshot of a Zoom
meeting with blank rectangles and one face in the middle. She asked students
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(rhetorically, since it is in the video) if this is the kind of classroom they want to have.
The video then showed a screenshot of an engaged and active Zoom classroom, with
people conversing and smiling. “It’s like, okay, this is what, this is the kind of class
we want to have,” she said. “So, to make that happen, I have some ground rules, and
one is to come to class with your cameras on.” She said students usually showed up
with their cameras on—at least once they get any glitches with the operation of
cameras and mics worked out.
As she continued to discuss camera use, however, Jiyoung made it clear that
her camera requirement was a flexible one:
I let them, of course, you know, if you have concerns about that and want to
talk to me privately that’s fine. And you know, sometimes if you’re sick and
just want to be off camera one day, just let me know in advance. (PostObservation Interview)
She said that some students leave their cameras off “like 99 percent of the
time,” and as the semester wears on, more screens go black (Post-Observation
Interview). As long as students participate actively and communicate with her about
camera use, however, she does not view it as a problem. “I tell them, if your camera
is off, I tend to call on people more” (Post-Observation Interview).
Space. Another management concern was a physical one. Jiyoung, like many
others at EUJ, was teaching from home, and “I didn’t really have space for myself in
the house” (Interview 3). She sat in an uncomfortable chair at a tiny desk next to her
bed, and as a result, “my back was just literally in pain every day” (Interview 3). She
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finally addressed this concern after the Fall 2020 semester, by clearing out a space in
the downstairs of her home and setting up two desks to create a “real” workspace.
Consequences. As is typical for an experienced instructor, Jiyoung’s concerns
for the consequences of online education for students were probably her most intense
concerns throughout the semesters of teaching online. In fact, after quickly learning
about Zoom herself, her immediate response was to make sure the students in her
Friday afternoon class understood how to use the platform. That was the last time she
saw them in person.
Miscommunication. Beyond the importance of students learning the
technology, an immediate consequence concern was what Jiyoung saw as the
increased potential for miscommunication and ambiguity inherent in the online
medium. This fits with Moore’s (2018) theory about transactional distance in online
education, which conceptualizes distance as the potential for misunderstanding (see
Transactional Distance, Chapter 2). For Jiyoung, one potential area for
misunderstanding was the technology itself. “Students can easily get lost, and they
have to get this and that from different places, and pull it all together,” she said.
“And, you know, they have to look into different things on the screen” (Interview 3).
Students had trouble finding her digital comments on their electronically submitted
papers. They sometimes could not find where assignments were posted or where to
turn them in.
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The potential for misunderstanding was exacerbated in the online setting by
the physical separation of students, Jiyoung said. This, again, is in line with Moore’s
(2018) theory:
They’re isolated—really, literally isolated in the breakout rooms, and they
don’t have the benefit of picking up on cues and, you know, through osmosis
kind of hearing what other groups are working on or me explaining
something, clarifying something to another group. (Post-Observation
Interview).
Jiyoung addressed this concern by prioritizing careful planning and “clear
instructions” (Interview 3), which Moore (2018) called “dialogue.” Jiyoung
frequently used the word “deliberate” to describe her lesson planning for online
courses.
Student Engagement. Another area of consequence concern was the lack of
interaction with students. She initially found the inability to make eye contact and the
lack of a whiteboard problematic. “Just not being able to see what students are
looking at, what they are using at the moment to do the activity” she said. “That was a
huge challenge at the beginning, and it still is” (Interview 2). She said, however, that
she has developed ways to “reduce the gap.” In the class I observed, for example, she
used students’ names frequently. When each student entered the classroom, she
greeted them by name. When asking a question, she first called on a student by name,
then asked the question. She said that was intended to prepare students to answer, so
that she knew they were paying attention to the question, and they would not be
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caught off guard. She added, however, that the use of names was also an attempt at
connection with individual students. “It’s my way of making eye contact,” she said
(Interview 2).
Because Jiyoung wanted to help her students grow, she felt a need to
understand more about who they were. This desire was certainly present before the
pandemic and the transition to online education. In fact, pre-pandemic, she had
implemented a survey of all the students in the FYWP to learn more about their
experience with academic writing. With the implementation of online education, she
also asked all her students to let her know, before class started, about their
background with and access to technology. She then set up a 10-minute, one-on-one
meeting with each student:
I felt that it was kind of right to meet them. I wanted to kind of meet them and,
oh yeah, so that it’ll give me a chance to address some of the possible
problems, right, if—based on what they had indicated on the survey. Like you
know, you only have a phone, if they expect that they are going to be logging
into Zoom from their phone, that’s going to be a huge problem for the class,
right, to function properly. (Interview 3)
Although Jiyoung previously had met with individual students for scheduled
writing conferences, she never had set up one-on-one times to just get to know them.
She found that understanding more about who they were individually was “very, very
helpful” (Interview 3). The time it took to conduct the meetings, however, became too
much, so she was not able to continue the practice in Fall 2021. She said that she felt
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less of a connection with students that semester, although she was not sure if that was
attributable to not doing the meetings.
Student Autonomy. Jiyoung found that in some ways, the online setting gave
students more power in the classroom and over their own learning. Moore (2018)
referred to this as student autonomy, making the point that this is a precondition for
success in distance education, of which online education is an example.
One way that this autonomy played out for Jiyoung was that she found herself
being more open about her own weaknesses and uncertainty with her students when
teaching online than she had been in the classroom. Some of this was purposeful.
“I’ve been told that, you know, being vulnerable online can help students,” she said
(Interview 4). Therefore, in an effort to break down barriers and encourage reciprocal
vulnerability in students, she found herself “appealing to students with my
imperfection” and “letting them know that I make mistakes” (Interview 4).
While this was in part a deliberate choice, it also was born of necessity,
Jiyoung said. “I need them to kind of point things out to me because I can’t really
know what exactly they see on their end” (Interview 4). Additionally, sometimes
students were better able to solve one another’s problems than she was. If a student
was having trouble with a document or tool, she would often have that student share
their screen so others could troubleshoot. She noticed that, as she had been told, this
openness did seem to have a positive effect on her students. “I think it helps them to
participate more easily,” she said. “knowing that, you know, like, oh, we’re all in this
together . . .. It’s our way of building community, almost” (Interview 4).
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Doing writing conferences on Zoom also had positive consequences for
student autonomy, Jiyoung found. She would comment on a draft electronically, then
send it to a student. Then in the Zoom meeting, the student would share their screen
and ask questions about Jiyoung’s comments. “I think it gives them a sense of control
over the situation,” she said (Interview 4).
Student Workload. While the increased ownership of students in their
learning was certainly a positive, the consequences for students in terms of workload
were more mixed in Jiyoung’s mind. She said that students always complain about
having too much work. However, with online education, she found herself assigning
more out-of-class work in the form of videos to watch, such as one on critical
thinking. On the one hand, she was happy to be able to cover that topic in more depth;
it was something she felt she had not addressed adequately in previous semesters. She
was cognizant, however, of the need to not overwhelm students, “because information
overload is so real, and I experience it myself, and I know my students have it”
(Interview 3). Finding the appropriate amount of work, both in and out of class,
remained a challenge for her in Fall 2021, she said.
The Pandemic. She was also concerned about issues related more to the
COVID-19 pandemic than to online education per se. Again, because the pandemic
was part of the context of this change, the concerns it raised contributed to faculty
experience and influenced pedagogical choices. Therefore, it is important to
acknowledge them as part of the change process. In her class for native English
speakers, Jiyoung had students who were “under a lot of distress” and “debating
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whether they should go back to the States.” In her other class, which was for ESL
students, “the international students . . . were probably stuck here, right, and they
were feeling probably scared and away from family, you know, it’s just a very
stressful situation” (Interview 2).
Collaboration. As director of the FYWP, Jiyoung felt responsibility for the
other professors in the department as they worked to implement online education.
Perhaps for that reason, she had more intense collaboration concerns than other
professors interviewed. She wanted to make sure that the FYWP faculty had the
resources and support they needed to teach online. “I was worried about how other
writing faculty would handle the transition,” she said. “Yeah, so that part I was
probably most nervous about” (Interview 2). She said she communicated teaching tips
and information that she was learning during Spring 2020. That semester, most of the
communication was by email and one-directional, so she was not sure whether her
help was appreciated or “another thing coming through my email. . . . I don’t know,”
she said. “But I just felt really anxious. And I felt it was my duty to do something”
(Interview 2).
In Summer 2020, program faculty met every Friday on Zoom to collaborate.
They shared ideas, discussed what was and was not working, and talked about how
students were doing. Jiyoung enjoyed the meetings and said she found them
productive and helpful:
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And like, these meetings would go on forever, which was good. It was
probably bad for my kids, but I felt that we became—I think we created a
closer community as a team of faculty that summer term. (Interview 3)
She said that as time went on, the meetings became less frequent. When I
spoke to her in October 2021, program faculty had not yet met to collaborate that
semester. Jiyoung attributes this to the fact that being isolated at home and teaching
online has become “a fact of life” (Interview 3). The sense of anxiety and isolation
that the meetings helped relieve faded as teaching online during a pandemic became
normalized.
In addition to concerns about how faculty were feeling about and responding
to the transition, Jiyoung also wanted to make sure that the FYWP faculty were
teaching as effectively as possible in the online setting. When it became clear that the
online experiment was going to continue, “I asked first-year writing faculty to make
their courses as online-friendly as possible” (Interview 3). One aspect of this was
creating a syllabus that was integrated into the Canvas LMS. She created the
template, and then asked faculty to modify it, rather than linking a document that
students would have to download. She also asked that faculty contact students before
the beginning of each semester to “assess their online readiness, or at least, at least
make them aware of the expectations of the online learning” (Interview 3).
Jiyoung’s collaboration concerns were not limited to working with the faculty
in her program, however. She often referenced in interviews the benefits she gained

CRISIS, REFLECTION, AND CHANGE

199

from collaboration via the CAT workshops offered through EUJ’s main campus in the
United States:
We were all just stuck at home, and I had to get up at weird times to do the
workshops. But it was such, like, I had such a positive experience that I think
it kind of, you know, really . . . what’s the word? I got really excited and—
strange, we all felt really—yeah, just strange. I was super motivated to, like,
do all these things. (Interview 2)
The workshops were helpful for Jiyoung because the collaboration with other
professors, who had different levels of experience and skill in online teaching, helped
her to look at the situation in a “skills based” way, as well as helped her to process
what was happening (Interview 2). She spoke of the skill of the facilitators, and the
“fun” that she had taking the workshops. She said that she would like to take every
workshop offered by the CAT, but time was, of course, a barrier to accomplishing
that goal.
Reformulation. When we talked in Fall 2021, Jiyoung was unable to decide
whether she would rather teach online or in person in Spring 2022. The decision,
however, was made for her. The undergraduate program at EUJ planned to offer both
online and in-person classes for spring. After the other professors made their choices,
the FYWP needed one in-person and one online class. Therefore, in Spring 2022,
Jiyoung planned to teach one class in each medium.
In terms of how the university should continue with online education, Jiyoung
did have concerns in this area. “Well, I think some of it should continue, first of all,”
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she said (Interview 4). She said that some faculty in the FYWP are interested in
developing permanently online courses. Some are also interested in developing online
asynchronous courses. Jiyoung said this should be supported with both professional
development and institutional assessment. The assessment is something, she said, that
is actually needed for in-person teaching as well:
We don’t really have a system—unless the major coordinator is really on it—
we don’t really have a system for assessing the quality of teaching. We just
have bits and pieces of information that we can compile to try to put together
some kind of picture. (Interview 4)
She said that the lack of a clear system of assessment is of particular concern
with asynchronous courses, where “nobody can walk into your class and observe it”
(Interview 4). She suggested an exit survey or some other way to assess student
experience that goes beyond the school’s current Student Feedback Form. In sum,
Jiyoung’s reformulation concerns seemed to be twofold: First, that EUJ should
continue online education, and second, that EUJ should put policies and systems in
place to make sure that online education is done well.
So What: Reflection
Perhaps not surprisingly given the high value Jiyoung placed on growth, the
experience of teaching online prompted considerable reflection. This reflection
probably began during, but certainly by the end of, Spring 2020. Jiyoung said she
could measure her success that semester:
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[I]n part by the course outcomes of students, how many students passed, how
many students didn’t. But I think I would rate myself pretty successful that
term, for adjusting well and—how I was, how much I learned from the
process and how I was—how I got to understand students more. (Interview 2)
As she taught online for more semesters, her concerns about the consequences
of online education for student growth became a critical incident that caused her to
rethink aspects of her teaching, deepening her understanding of what she meant by
good teaching. “It gave me a chance to review and reflect on how I had taught
before,” she said. “And I realized, oh, I wasn’t really doing a good job at all”
(Interview 4).
Her concern about the potential for misunderstanding inherent in the online
medium was one major area of reflection. In addition to becoming increasingly
deliberate in her planning and delivery, she also found herself paying more attention
to student responses and needs:
Being online is, to me, you know, it’s just an inferior medium. I mean, not
entirely—there are different aspects of it that are inferior to in-person. But just
in terms of communication and the speed of communication and the things
you can pick up through the screen. So, in that way, I think, just in an effort to
communicate more smoothly with them, I found myself just listening more.
(Interview 3)
She said that, for example, in the breakout rooms, she would sometimes not
use her voice to communicate with students, but instead would type answers to their
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questions. Additionally, she would join with her camera off, trying to be as
unobtrusive as possible. This shift happened without her consciously deciding to pull
back, but upon reflection, she realized that this posture of patient listening was
enabling her to better understand and respond to student needs. This is perhaps
similar to the need for faculty described by Montelongo (2018) to be “hyperengaged” in online education. The in-the-moment effort to understand students,
combined with the extra work Jiyoung was doing with individual meetings, gave her
a stronger connection to her students:
The more I know about their background, where they are coming from, where
they are, the better I am able to ask, yeah, build on what they know, and also
ask the questions that will help me. Then, it enables me to ask them the right
questions that will help them to get on the same page with me. (Interview 4)
That desire for connection, coupled with the fact that she was teaching using
unfamiliar tools, also led Jiyoung to become more vulnerable along with her students.
She said she felt she had become “more humane, in the sense that, because I feel the
need to establish a certain connection with students online, I am willing to use more
personal means to do it” (Interview 4). She said that this “personal” connection did
not involve mere friendliness—trying to get to know students’ interests, for example.
Instead, it was “being more wholesome, like a whole person with them, hoping that
that will also help them break down any preconceived notions about how they need to
be” (Interview 4).
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Connection, then, was one area of major reflection for Jiyoung. Another area
of reflection was prompted by the greater autonomy required of students when
learning online. Students took the lead in Zoom writing conferences. They helped one
another troubleshoot technical issues. They worked independently in breakout rooms.
To Jiyoung, this was the kind of partnership she wanted with her students. “I want to
define an active role for students,” she said. “And kind of, I want to present myself as
kind of like a participant with a little more power” (Interview 4).
Now What? Pedagogical Change
Jiyoung’s reflection led to some specific pedagogical changes during the
semesters of online education. She adopted a more deliberate, focused approach to
lesson planning that she said she intends to use when she teaches in-person as well.
“Online learning has taught me the value of being simpler and clearer, so yeah, that is
always my guiding light,” she said (Post-Observation Interview). The increased
preparation and focus on clarity did not diminish the flexibility of her teaching.
Jiyoung was conscious of wanting to respond to students in the moment. Careful
planning, however, made her more able to do that:
In the classroom you feel like, when there’s something happening—when
there’s like that moment when some most students go like oh, okay, I get it,
you know. That moment, you know, you kind of feel it. And I think that also
happens online too. And you know, like, how do I engineer the class to that
moment . . . it depends on experience. But also, preparation as well.
(Interview 4)
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She said also plans to continue to use Zoom for writing conferences,
appreciating the control it gives students in the process. That means that she will
continue accepting and grading papers digitally to facilitate the Zoom conferencing
process. Another change she made is toward flipping the classroom, assigning more
outside readings, and moving some content to video that students watch in
preparation for class. Class time, then, can be used for collaboration and activities.
She said that she is also trying to figure out how to create the sense of equality in an
in-person class. She said that it seems easier to be vulnerable with students online
than in a face-to-face class:
I will tell my students that online communication tends to be, you know,
clumsy, so, and I make a lot of mistakes, and you know there’s—I have no,
over—information overload, you know. I feel easily distracted so that’s—
these are kind of information about myself that I share with my students
because of these specific weaknesses that I have in an online setting.
(Interview 4)
Her lack of expertise with the technological tools gave students the
opportunity to share their knowledge, which gave them more ownership in the class,
she said. Additionally, the equality of being “one square on the screen” in Zoom will
be difficult to replicate in a physical classroom where the teacher stands at the front
of the room and the students sit at desks (Interview 4). Nonetheless, having
experienced a more fully co-created class, Jiyoung said she does want to “figure it
out” (Interview 4).
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It is not clear to Jiyoung whether the changes she has made in the online
classroom are yielding better outcomes for her students. She said that the passing rate
of her students has gone up in the past semesters. She said, however, that “it could be
a phenomenon that’s just totally unrelated to online teaching” (Interview 4).
She said that while the experience of the past six semesters has given her a
taste “of what it means to be an effective teacher at times” (Interview 4), it has also
made her aware of the gaps in her knowledge. Because being a university
composition professor was not part of her original life plan, she does not have
extensive formal training in curriculum and pedagogy. She said that she thinks she
needs more grounding in the literature of her field if she is going to continue to grow.
She added that she is experiencing tension between this desire to “ground . . .
decisions in appropriate pedagogical knowledge” and the fact that she is not sure she
wants to invest deeply in building a career in academia (Interview 4). The realization
of this tension has been one of the biggest learning experiences of the pandemic, she
said, although she is not yet sure where it will lead or how the tension will resolve:
I need to draw on more literature and I need to draw more knowledge about
second language teaching, and teaching, and just writing pedagogy. . .. It’s
like a hole in my professional development that I have not been able to
address. (Interview 4)
Jiyoung said that the way in which teaching online has changed her is not a radical
transformation of her philosophy of teaching, but rather a “refinement” or “change in
my disposition” (Interview 4). She said that her online teaching has helped
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underscore the importance of such things as scaffolding activities to help students
meet learning goals and providing simple but clear instructions to reduce confusion.
“These pedagogical improvements are in a sense aspects of my teaching that I’ve
always worked on honing in in-person teaching, but online teaching has given it more
definition and new energy,” she said (Post-Interview Email).
The critical incidents produced by her concerns about student learning gave
her the opportunity to deepen her teaching practice. That growth, and the sense of
wholeness in her teaching that came from it, were a fit with her idea of what good
pedagogy is. “I don’t think I have changed dramatically my style of teaching,” she
said. “I would say I’ve become more mature in the sense that I feel more integrity
with myself” (Interview 4).
Case 4 Analysis
Background
Contextual Information. Nicolas Lavoie is originally from Quebec. He has
also lived in Korea, Cambodia, and China. In 2021 he was living in Tokyo for the
second time. He had lived in the city previously for a couple of years and said that “it
was a very enjoyable experience” (Interview 4). This time, he had been in Tokyo for
about 4 years, teaching as an adjunct professor in EUJ’s political science department
for almost the whole time. In Spring 2020, when the school transitioned to online
education, he was teaching two undergraduate-level classes, one on political
philosophy and one on post-Cold War security. During Fall 2021, when the
interviews were conducted, he was teaching one section of International Politics, an
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entry-level class, and one section of an upper-level undergraduate seminar in Chinese
Foreign Policy. He has taught a variety of classes in political science and international
relations at the university, at all undergraduate levels. In Fall 2021, he taught both
classes in a hybrid mode, with some students physically present in his classroom and
others joining via Zoom. His reasons for teaching in this modality are discussed in
following sections.
Nicolas said that he did not set out to become a college professor, but “I just
enjoyed studying. I enjoyed the university, the academic world . . . it just felt natural
to pursue” (Interview 4). When he came to Tokyo for the second time, after a stint
doing research in Canada, he was looking for a job:
I contacted a lot of my contacts around the city, and one of my contacts was at
EUJ. So, he put me in touch with the right people, and they hired me not long
after I got back to Tokyo. So that’s how it worked out. (Interview 4)
Technological Background. Before the pandemic, Nicolas had never taught
or taken classes online. He said he did not use much technology in his teaching at that
point, other than communicating with students by email and using Power Point
presentations with his lectures. He expressed a preference for students taking notes on
paper compared to taking notes on a computer or iPad, but he said that he was happy
to see them taking notes in any format:
Of course, I communicated with students through technology and all that, but
before the pandemic, in my teaching, it was limited to Power Points. I have
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never been afraid of technology; I have been keen to embrace things that are
fun or useful. (Interview 1)
In his personal life, he used technology frequently for communicating with
friends, posting on social media, or looking things up. He described himself as “not a
big gamer” and “just a regular user of technology” (Interview 1).
Nicolas did not spend time thinking about online education before EUJ’s shift
to that delivery mode. He said, however, that his initial reaction to the idea was “I
think it has some uses, but I don’t think it is optimal. Optimally, you want to be in a
classroom with students” (Interview 1).
Change. Nicolas’s initially negative attitude toward online education was not
due to any innate conservatism. Nicolas described himself as someone who enjoys,
welcomes, and even seeks change in his life:
I like adventure. I like new things in life. I like to keep things exciting. I don’t
mind at all changing things. I’ve lived in many different countries without any
contacts. I’ve moved abroad without any job. I have never been afraid of these
kinds of things. (Interview 1)
Pedagogical Background: What Does Good Teaching Look Like? For
Nicolas, pedagogy flows from the course subject matter. The content drives his
delivery. He said that he spends time planning all his content and Power Point
presentations in advance of classes, so the only preparation he needs to do is to look
over his material and make minor adjustments:
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There’s no—really there’s no process really, because, at the beginning of the
semester, it’s really laid out. Further in the semester, maybe there’s a bit more
planning. But at the beginning, I don’t think there’s that much planning when
I prepare these lectures. (Post-Observation Interview)
Nicolas said that it is important to not be a dry or boring lecturer, merely
concerned with the transmission of data. He said that student engagement is important
to him, because he wants students to have a good experience in his class. “I guess, for
me, good teaching has always been about engagement,” he said. “Good teaching
involves maintaining student interest” (Interview 1). This engagement and interest, in
his mind, is often tied to this course content. “My classes become more interesting
later on in the semester, because the topic itself become more interesting, and there’s
naturally just more engagement from students,” he said (Post-Observation Interview).
The fact that Nicolas sees his pedagogical choices as content-driven does not
mean that he does nothing to capture student interest. On the contrary, “I’ve always
been someone who is keen to engage my students,” he said (Interview 1). He
mentioned a variety of engagement techniques he used in the classroom prepandemic, including moving around the room, making eye contact, providing realworld examples for concepts, sharing his own experiences, and inserting relevant
anecdotes into the lectures. He has an informal, conversational lecture style:
I ask questions a lot—I ask them questions. “What do you think about that?
What is your view on that?” I like to quiz them—like an impromptu quiz. I
don’t grade it or anything, just, “Who’s the person you see onscreen right
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now?” There are a lot of pictures in my Power Points. I often try to pique their
interest by asking them about that. Or I’ll have a map onscreen to ask about
something different and I’ll ask them—“What is that country?” I just try to
often ask them questions. (Interview 1)
He said that he wants students to be active participants in the classroom. He
can tell that they are engaged when they take notes, make eye contact, answer his
questions, and ask their own questions, perhaps even staying after class to talk or
sending emails outside of class. This type of engagement is a measure of both student
success and his own as a teacher. He said that when students give feedback on course
evaluations, they often describe him as someone who is friendly, openminded, and
easygoing, and say that his class is a place “where people feel comfortable speaking
up” (Interview 4). While he said that being too easygoing with students might be seen
as a fault, this relaxed and approachable demeanor seemed to be an integral part of his
identity as a teacher. “I don’t really create that wall between, like the professor and
the students, that is often present,” he said (Interview 4).
Related to his desire to be approachable to his students is a sense of empathy
with them. Nicolas frequently referenced how he might feel in a student’s position. At
other times he recalled how things were for him when he was a student. For example,
he explained that he tried to use contemporary examples in his lecture on political
theory because, “I know that theory can be dry for a lot of students. I mean, it is dry
for me, both when I was a student and as a professor” (Post-Observation Interview).
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One reason why student engagement is so important, he said, is that it leads to
student learning of the course content. “Students retain a lot more and understand a
lot more when they are pushed, or encouraged, to think about it, discuss it, and do
something with it,” he said (Interview 4). Better course content learning leads to what
is, for Nicolas, another important measure of success—student performance on
assignments and tests. “To me, it’s just about the grades,” he said. “That’s all there
really is” (Interview 1).
What? Concerns
Awareness. Before EUJ transitioned to online education, Nicolas was in the
awareness stage of concern. He had no experience with or interest in online
education, and his mind was on other things, including the two in-person political
science classes he was teaching in Spring 2020. He said that he remembers hearing
rumors in February about classes possibly moving online; the email announcing the
Friday meeting, therefore, was somewhat expected:
There’s disappointment, of course, but it was not a big surprise. I’m—I was
not particularly happy, because, I mean, I’m a fan of teaching in person. I
was—of course at that point, I hadn’t really taught online, so it’s not like I had
some experience, but I had an inkling that it would not be the same. (Interview
2)
Information. Although Nicolas was not eager to teach online, he accepted the
news with equanimity. His initial information concerns were related to the
technology. However, they did not seem to have been particularly intense. “As I was
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thinking of going online, my only questions were as—were related to how to make
this new technology, namely Zoom, work,” he said (Interview 2). He said he doesn’t
remember exactly how he went about addressing this concern:
I don’t recall; it’s too long ago. But I would what I presume—and I’m pretty
sure that will be close to reality—that I probably spent a few hours or maybe
an hour on Sunday going over Zoom. You know, I had to set up my account,
set the meetings, things like that. But other than just trying to make it work I
don’t think there were many issues, just to quickly familiarize myself with the
system. And I don’t recall anything particular. (Interview 2)
Once he understood Zoom, Nicolas had few information concerns. He
mentioned that slightly later in the online teaching period, before Summer 2020, he
read some articles about online engagement in The Chronicle of Higher Education
“just to get a few ideas” (Interview 3). He said that the university provided ample
training sessions on a variety of issues related to online education. “And I have
participated in a few—admittedly not many,” he said. He noted that because they
were taught through the university’s Main Campus in the United States, the training
sessions were often early in the morning, “and I’m not a morning guy” (Interview 3).
With Zoom, Nicolas was able to re-create his in-person classes remotely, and that is
basically what he did.
Personal. As described in a previous section, Nicolas’s initial reaction to the
fact that he was going to be teaching online was somewhat negative but resigned. He
said he understood the necessity of the university’s decision. That did not mean,
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however, that he expected teaching online to be enjoyable. Indeed, he found as he
began to teach online that his reservations about the medium were confirmed by his
experience. “I didn’t like the first few weeks,” he said (Interview 1). Most of his
negative experience was related to his concerns about student engagement, which are
discussed in more detail in the section on consequences. The important point in
relation to personal concerns is that Nicolas had negative and fairly intense personal
concerns about online education from the beginning of the implementation. These
concerns did not wane as the semesters wore on. As he thought about his experience
in Summer 2020 leading into Fall 2020, he said:
And indeed, the subsequent semester, which was entirely online in the
summer, simply confirmed my apprehensions that I’m not a big fan of online
teaching. So, I wasn’t too happy. It was completely expected, but I was not
happy about it. (Interview 2)
Nicolas did not doubt his ability to understand the technology or convey the
material online, as indicated by his lack of intense information concerns. Despite his
dislike of teaching online, he said that he felt good about how he dealt with the
challenge. “Like I, you know, I can’t stress enough, and you don’t want to hear me
say one more time, but I don’t like teaching online,” he said. “Other than that I don’t
like teaching online, it’s still—I think I’m dealing with everything pretty well”
(Interview 2).
Some of Nicolas’s personal concerns focused on his own lack enjoyment of
the medium. This was in part connected to the difficulty of interacting with students
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and the unpleasantness of talking to a screen of “black squares” (Interview 2). He
cited the inability to make eye contact, the fact that he was not able to physically
move around the classroom, and the fact that he could not connect with students—uor
even tell if students were paying attention. He also said he did not enjoy working
from home. “And I also like going to university,” he said. “I like my home, but I
would rather not work at home” (Interview 3). In fact, for Nicolas, the sole personal
benefit to online teaching was that, without the commute to the university, he could
sleep a little bit later in the morning. Other than that, “for me personally, there’s zero
positive to teaching online” (Post-Observation Interview).
Management. As he moved online, Nicolas had few management concerns
related to the technology. “I mean Zoom is simple enough to us and I’m not
technologically challenged, generally speaking,” he said (Interview 2). He said he
probably had a few back-and-forth calls with the Information Technology department
(IT) the first few weeks to work things out, but he did not remember that time as
being particularly stressful.
Hybrid Teaching. Later in the pandemic, he moved to teaching in-person, and
in Fall 2021, he was teaching in a hybrid format. One of his classrooms was equipped
with a large screen on the back wall so he could easily see the Zoom students. The
other was a typical classroom, with online students visible only on his small laptop,
which he also used for his Power Points. The hybrid modality posed some
technological challenges in the classes I observed, which were both in the first week
of the semester. In the first class, which was not set up as a hybrid classroom, Nicolas
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had some trouble connecting to the internet. That took less than 5 minutes to resolve.
In the second class, the Zoom students could not hear, and Nicolas had to get
someone from the university’s IT department to resolve the problem. That took
maybe 10 minutes. According to both his demeanor at the time and his recollection of
the event, neither of these issues bothered Nicolas:
It was the just the second class of the semester, so there’s always a bit of
adjustments to make. But now, even in the second class, the hybrid classroom,
it’s a lot better now. I’m pretty much ready and in a much shorter amount of
time. So, to me that was just on par for the course, so there was not anything
specifically noteworthy there. (Post-Observation Interview)
Curriculum and Pedagogy. Nicolas faced few curriculum management
concerns with the move to online. He said he made no changes to his course syllabus
or schedule during Spring 2020. In subsequent semesters, he included some verbiage
in the syllabus about being online or hybrid, but again, made no changes in course
content. Pedagogically, “I made a few changes to my Power Points, especially for the
introductory Power Points where I mentioned the online aspect, and I said that I
appreciated the online engagement” (Interview 3). The one curricular change he did
make was to tests. Because his classes were content-heavy, he worried about students
cheating by looking at outside materials:
Traditionally an exam will be knowledge-based—try to test their knowledge,
their understanding of issues. But I can’t do that online, because they will
have access to their notes, and I don’t know if it’s their actual knowledge or
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they’re just copying knowledge from the notes. So, I changed from a kind of
knowledge-based type of exam to more essay-based exams, where they have
to give me their opinion on certain topics and then try to defend their views.
That’s basically what I did. (Interview 2)
Another problem with the hybrid situation in Nicolas’s experience was, as the
instructor, balancing attention to paid online students with students physically in the
classroom at the same time. Additionally, it was a challenge for online students to
hear what was going on in the classroom.
Cameras. Student camera use was an area of management concern for Nicolas
as it was for other professors. As mentioned in the section on personal concerns, he
did not enjoy lecturing to faceless squares on the computer screen. However, he did
not spend a great deal of time debating with himself about whether he should require
camera use. To him, even when students had cameras on, it was impossible to tell if
they were really paying attention. Lack of camera use among students seemed to be
just another annoying aspect of online education, rather than a major issue.
Consequences. Like other professors interviewed, Nicolas had intense
consequence concerns. These were almost entirely in the area of student engagement.
Student Engagement in Class. Nicolas said that, in an in-person class, he can
tell if students are engaged by the look in their eyes, if they are nodding their head,
and by the sense of connection. He said that there is not a good way to replicate that
online:
Even if they’re onscreen, if their camera’s on, it’s really hard. But sometimes
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there’s a camera there and they’re looking there because their screen’s in front
of them. So even the camera—where they’re looking doesn’t tell me they’re
paying attention. So, it can be very misleading. So online, I really don’t
believe there’s much of a way to know if people pay attention, which is why I
dislike teaching online. (Post-Observation Interview)
Nicolas said that he understands the temptation students have to allow their
attention to wander, and he did not seem to blame the students. The issue, rather, was
that paying attention online is inherently challenging.
The lack of engagement made class discussions more difficult. Nicolas said
impromptu question-asking, which has been a key pedagogical tool for him in the inperson setting, was often met online by silence, rather than engaged discussion. He
responded to this concern by using the Canvas online discussion tool and allowing
students to earn participation points by responding digitally, in addition to vocally. He
also used breakout rooms to allow students to talk in small groups, rather than relying
on whole-class discussion:
It allows everybody to speak. If it’s just a discussion, where I asked a question
to the full class, then, not everybody, not everybody—not everybody gets to
speak. But if I break them down in groups of 2, 3, 4, then almost everyone
will end up speaking at some point or another in their group. (Interview 3)
The breakout rooms also provided an opportunity for students to take a break
from listening to him lecture, which Nicolas said he understands is very difficult to do
online. However, he said that breakout rooms were a mixed success. Sometimes he
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would check on students in a breakout room only to discover that they were not
discussing the assigned questions at all:
A couple of times this semester, I was sorely disappointed to join a couple of
breakout rooms, when I—because I’m going to divide people in class and in
small groups and online. And the people in class of course, they speak to
discuss the questions. But then I’ll join a group in online and if they’re not
talking, it was just silent. They take advantage of this to just have an extra
break or something. (Interview 3)
Student Engagement Before and After Class. Engagement, however, was not
a problem only during class. Nicolas said that he likes to chat with students before
and after class, and the online setting made this almost impossible. The lack of
informal interaction inhibited his ability to know what help students needed, he said.
In his words:
When the class is over, I’ll often engage. Which is another reason why I don’t
like online, because it’s impossible to do that. But in person, I will have a chat
with students and ask them, “So how do you feel? Anything you don’t
understand? Are you following correctly? Is everything clear, blah, blah,
blah?” (Post-Observation Interview)
In the hybrid setting, he said he was at least able to engage with some students
in that way. He specifically mentioned one of his in-person students who had told him
after class that she was having trouble with some concepts. Because of that informal
discussion, he said he was paying more attention to her progress and checking her
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understanding. Interestingly, after the second class I observed, one of the online
students wanted to stay and chat. Nicolas said that particular student often wants to
talk online after class and is the only student he has ever had do that.
The Pandemic. In addition to his other concerns about consequences for
students, Nicolas had consequence concerns related to the COVID-19 pandemic.
These concerns proved to be another area made more problematic by the online
environment. He described his students’ state of mind in Spring 2020:
I think many of them I think were under—were feeling a bit of stress, because
that was the beginning of the pandemic. Nobody knew where this was going.
Nobody knew exactly how dangerous it was. So, there was a bit of stress. But
it’s really hard to tell if I wasn’t with them, right, and one of the things that’s
really problematic about Zoom teaching is you don’t get to build rapport with
the students. (Interview 2)
Positive Consequences. While Nicolas saw saw no real advantage to teaching
online for himself, he said he understood that the medium has some advantages for
students—although in his mind these advantages were not related to learning the
material. “The only positive is for the students, is to give them a better, more, yeah,
just more flexibility, more options,” he said. “So, I do that for the students, certainly
not for myself, for the reasons I’ve already laid out” (Post-Observation Interview).
Indeed, in the hybrid classes Fall 2021, some of his students were not
physically in Japan. Attending the course in person was just not possible for them.
Others were uncomfortable coming to campus. Nicolas said he was willing to

CRISIS, REFLECTION, AND CHANGE

220

accommodate those needs, even if teaching even partially online was not his
preference.
Collaboration. Hall and Hord (2019) noted that teachers, because they often
work alone, tend to have fewer concerns related to collaboration than in other areas.
Nicolas’s experience fits this pattern. Additionally, his position as an adjunct
professor, may have meant that he would have been even less likely to be involved in
collaboration with colleagues than faculty with full-time positions. Whatever the
reason, he reported few interactions with other faculty on the topic of online
education. “My communication at that time was limited to discussions with my
supervisors, that’s it,” he said. “I got emails, that’s it. And, of course, a couple faculty
meetings” (Interview 2).
Nicolas said that at faculty meetings, colleagues sometimes shared tips for
teaching online. He remembered hearing some advice on “how to lead online
examinations” (Interview 2). He did not seek collaboration with other faculty
members around online education. In fact, he reported that the few other professors
with whom he talked shared his negative view of the medium:
I really, truly do not like teaching online, as pretty much all other professors
I’ve spoken to. I don’t doubt that there are professors who like teaching
online, I just haven’t spoken to them. So those I have spoken to do not like
online either—just because of the lack of engagement. (Post-Observation
Interview)
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In Fall 2021, when Nicolas was teaching hybrid, some professors with whom
he spoke were requiring in-person attendance. While Nicolas said that he definitely
wished more students would come to class in person, he wanted to maintain an
easygoing, flexible posture with his class. That is why he was willing, despite
personal preference, to accommodate students in whatever format they chose.
Nicolas said that there was no uniform guidance for student attendance,
student camera use, synchronous vs. asynchronous teaching, or other online policies
or procedures from either the university’s undergraduate program or the political
science department. Professors were given “complete carte blanche” to teach online
in whatever way worked for them (Interview 3). He said that he appreciated the
freedom and did not want more direction. Overall, he was pleased with how EUJ
handled the implementation of online education during a crisis:
I think most people dealt—and the university itself—dealt pretty well with
that situation, including the first—including the very first—the beginning
when we all transitioned. So, I think, yeah, I think it turned out surprisingly
well. (Interview 2)
Reformulation. Like the other professors interviewed, after six semesters of
online or hybrid teaching, Nicolas had definite opinions, about both the medium and
the future of online education at EUJ. In terms of his own involvement in online
education at EUJ or elsewhere, it is perhaps not surprising that his response was,
“bring me the hell back in person immediately” (Interview 3). More unexpected is his
opinion that online education should continue to be part of EUJ’s offerings. His
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reasoning for this, however, seems to be in keeping with the value he places on being
flexible in response to student needs:
We have to be aware that there are students who do want online, and there are
students who may not always be in Tokyo, or even in Japan. And that allows
Eastern to offer our services, our educational services to more students. It opens
up the door to, yeah, broader possibilities, and in that sense also to more income
because we—you know, we’re still a private university after all. So, I think
there’s a necessity. (Interview 3)
He said that he can imagine online education being valuable as well for
motivated students, and that perhaps 30 percent of EUJ’s classes should remain
online. Despite his dislike of hybrid teaching, he also said that hybrid offerings
should continue, if professors are willing to teach that way. “So, it should definitely
be a part of it, as much as I don’t really intend to myself engage in that too much,” he
said (Interview 3).
So What: Reflection
Looking back on his experience with teaching online, Nicolas said that he felt
he handled it well. When asked if he had used any tools to help process what was
happening with the pandemic and the implementation of online education, his
response was:
I think the simple answer is no, because I dealt—and still do—very well with
the—I mean, yeah, I think comparatively—I don’t know, comparatively—but
I’ve dealt with the pandemic very well. I would have preferred that it did not
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happen, of course, but it’s been—it’s been for me—it hasn’t required much, I
don’t know, soul searching or like trying and trying to reach out to get some
help, because I was not dealing with things. (Interview 2)
As that response indicates, Nicolas simply did not experience many intense
concerns throughout the process. The two areas that may have served as critical
incidents prompting reflection were consequence concerns and personal concerns.
In the area of consequence concerns, the main issue was student engagement.
Nicolas found it frustrating that he could not connect with students. He recalled how
important relationships with faculty were in his own university experience:
You know, I often tell that to my students, how much my university
experience was enhanced in person, through the contacts I made—
professional contacts—friendship, but professional contacts as well, that I
made. You know, the professors who helped me personally, my career, they
would not have helped me if I’d been, if that had been only online, because I
would not have developed the rapport that I did in person. (Interview 3)
This desire for students to have a similarly positive academic experience is
perhaps why Nicolas was willing to be flexible with students who wanted to take the
course online, even when it came at a cost to his own comfort. He said that not all
professors chose that route:
And just literally an hour ago at Eastern, I was speaking to one of my
colleagues from the IR [International Relations] department . . . and he’s
actually much more, you know, as much as I, as I hate online teaching, I’m
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still quite accommodating. My students tell me, “Hey prof, I can’t be there
tomorrow, can I do it online?” I’m like “Yeah, you can do it online.”
(Interview 3)
In the area of personal concerns, the issue was simply that Nicolas did not
enjoy teaching online. He mused about why that might be, ultimately deciding that
the problem lay in the innovation itself:
But I remain—no, I was going to say old school, but I don’t think old school
is the proper way, because old school has a connotation—a bit of, of a
negative connotation, and old school would imply that I like doing things the
old way. But generally, no. Generally, I am always keen for advancing and
modernizing everything, whether my way of doing things or everyone around
me. But for education, generally, I just think that there are limits to online
education. (Interview 1)
Now What: Pedagogical Change
Good teaching, for Nicolas, was about connection and engagement. He saw
himself as a friendly teacher who cared about his students and provided a
comfortable, relaxed classroom atmosphere. He made attempts to maintain this
teaching identity in the online environment. The adoption of discussion boards and
small group discussions in breakout rooms allowed for a different form of classroom
engagement than he practiced in his in-person teaching. Those additions were small
pedagogical changes that he said he intended to keep even when he returned to
teaching in a completely in-person modality. They allowed him to expand his
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pedagogical toolbox in a way that felt like a natural fit with how he saw himself as a
teacher.
The other way he felt able to communicate openness to students was through
being flexible with them. This involved allowing students to have cameras on or off,
creating different tests for online students, and giving students a choice of how to
attend class. While these modifications fit with the value he placed on responsiveness
to students, they conflicted with the way in which he felt most comfortable teaching
and the way in which he felt students could best learn. That was why, even though
hybrid teaching was more difficult than fully online, he still chose hybrid when given
the opportunity. “Because, at the very least I can—I can have some people in my
face,” he said (Post-Observation Interview). Ultimately, any reflection prompted by
the move online reinforced his initial suspicion that he might not like the innovation:
I mean the one thing I can say is—and I don’t know, maybe I’ve already said
things along those lines, so you might not very be really surprised. But given
that now I’ve been teaching either online or hybrid for a year and a half, one
might think that I would either get to like it, or develop a liking for this
method, or the very least get used to it. But as you’ve probably gathered, it has
not been the case. I’m even more convinced that it is not—that at least it is not
for me. As much as I know that it’s there to stay and it’s important that the
university offer that, I haven’t warmed up to the idea of online teaching, but
even more so it’s especially hybrid teaching that I think is not very good.
(Interview 3)
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Summary
This chapter presented the narrative of each faculty member’s experience with
the implementation of online education. The narratives followed the stages of
concern, the reflection prompted, and the pedagogical changes made. From this
analysis, four themes can be identified: concerns, reflection, pedagogical change, and
pedagogical images. The first three of these themes relate to the theoretical
framework; the fourth developed from an inductive analysis of the data. In the
following sections, each theme is summarized for each case.
Evan
Concerns. Evan’s most intense concerns were in the areas of personal,
management, and consequences. Personal concerns were related to the benefit of the
innovation for his family, his professional life, his enjoyment, and his safety from the
pandemic. Management concerns were for time and efficiency, camera use, and
hybrid teaching. Consequence concerns were split between concern for lack of
student engagement and faith in the potential of online education for student learning.
Evan also had definite reformulation concerns. He believed that online education
should continue at EUJ, and that 30 percent of classes should be offered in that
medium.
Reflection. The concerns that became critical incidents for Evan were
management and consequences. In particular, he thought about student camera use
and student engagement.
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Pedagogical change. Because he already incorporated technology in his
teaching, the changes Evan made were subtle. He did, however, experiment with new
tools that he intends to continue to use.
Pedagogical images. Evan’s ideal image of himself was as a tech-savvy,
democratic teacher who empathized with his students. This fit well with the
innovation of online education, which allowed him to experiment with new tools and
techniques and bring his students into the planning process through shared
documents. Overall, Evan was able to match the affordances of online education to
his image of effective pedagogy.
Yoko
Concerns. Yoko experienced her most intense concerns at the consequences
stage. These were mostly positive. She found that, overall, she was able to engage
students more fully online than in person. Her more negative concerns were related to
worries about how students were handling their pandemic-induced isolation. She also
had intense collaboration concerns. These began negative, with restrictive
departmental oversight. As the pandemic progressed, however, she was able to find
freedom in online teaching.
Reflection. Concerns at the consequence stage became critical incidents
prompting reflection. Yoko experimented with different tools and techniques for
teaching online, making sure that students had multiple touchpoints for connection
with her and one another both in and out of class. These included discussion boards,
social media, and shared documents.
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Pedagogical change. The freedom she found in the online setting and her
reflection on consequences for students prompted Yoko to develop a new way of
teaching. The “incredible meeting” and shared slides allowed students to be
constantly engaged, whether cameras were on or off. The opportunity to teach in this
way persuaded Yoko to stay at EUJ, rather than leaving the school.
Pedagogical images. Yoko saw herself as an engaged, relational teacher. The
online medium fit well with this image, allowing her to connect with her students in
more ways than she could in a face-to-face classroom.
Jiyoung
Concerns. Jiyoung’s concerns were most intense at the personal,
management, consequence, and collaboration stages. Despite some concern for the
workload and physical discomfort of online teaching, she experienced mostly positive
personal concerns. She found the transition to online education a chance to grow as a
teacher. Like Evan, Jiyoung had management concerns about time and camera use.
Her consequence concerns were also intense, focusing on the potential for
miscommunication in the online setting. She also, however, saw teaching online as a
way to promote more equality in the classroom. Of all the cases, Jiyoung had the
most intense collaboration concerns. As director of the FYWP, she felt responsible
for other faculty.
Reflection. Jiyoung’s management and consequence concerns became critical
incidents, prompting her to reflect deeply on her teaching. While she did not change
her ideas about effective pedagogy, she deepened and refined them.
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Pedagogical change. In the online setting, Jiyoung found that she was able to
foster a collaborative learning environment. This was something she hoped to
continue in her in-person classes. She liked the opportunity presented by the online
medium to be just another square on Zoom, creating a more egalitarian classroom.
She wanted to figure out how to recreate this experience in the face-to-face
classroom.
Pedagogical images. Jiyoung’s image of effective pedagogy was one of
growth both for herself and her students. She saw learning as co-constructed in an
atmosphere of collaboration among students and teacher. While she struggled with
some aspects of the online medium, such as camera use, she found it conducive to
developing the ideal classroom.
Nicolas
Nicolas had his most intense concerns at the personal and consequence stages.
Unlike the other cases, his concerns were mostly negative. He did not like online
teaching, a fact he became more convinced of as the semesters passed. Consequence
concerns were also negative. He believed online education was inferior for both
student engagement and learning.
Reflection. For Nicolas, reflection was partially rumination on the
unpleasantness of teaching online. As an experienced teacher who cared about his
students, however, he was determined to teach as well as he thought he could in the
medium, so he also reflected on how to better engage students.
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Pedagogical change. Although he never grew to like teaching online, the
experience did promote a certain amount of change for Nicolas. He adopted methods
to increase student engagement, such as discussion boards, and that he planned to
continue these methods in person. Somewhat surprisingly, Nicolas also believed that
online education should continue at EUJ, despite his own dislike of the platform.
Pedagogical images. Nicolas saw himself as a flexible, relaxed, teacher who
cared about his students. For him, this caring meant that he wanted them to be
comfortable in his class and he wanted them to learn the material. In the context of
online education, these two parts of his ideal image clashed. He felt unable to make
students comfortable without doing things that he felt impeded their learning.
The following chapter compares the data from these four cases. This crosscase analysis reveals similarities and differences in the experience of the four faculty
members.
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Chapter 5: Findings
This chapter presents a comparative analysis of the case studies using data
for each code across all four cases. The purpose of the cross-case comparison is to
note similarities and differences, identifying common themes among the cases.
However, as Braun and Clarke (2006) pointed out, it is important to acknowledge
data that does not fit the pattern, as this may reveal important information about the
cases being studied.
Contextual Information
The four faculty members interviewed were all professors at EUJ. They had
been at the university for between 3 and 10 years, and each had taught at that
university for the entire duration of the pandemic and implementation of online
education. Two were adjunct, two were full-time, and one also had an administrative
and supervisory role in her department. They taught a variety of subjects. Jiyoung
taught skills-based courses in academic reading and writing. Yoko and Evan’s
courses were a mix of skills and knowledge based. Nicolas taught mostly knowledgebased courses.
While only Yoko had previous online teaching experience, Evan had taken
online classes and had extensive background with technology. Those two faculty
members had a generally positive initial attitude toward online education. Nicolas and
Jiyoung characterized themselves as competent and comfortable with technology, but
not particularly excited about its use in the classroom. Neither had thought much
about online education, and both had initially more negative attitudes, though
Jiyoung’s attitude was more neutral than the one held by Nicolas’s.
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Change
In terms of attitude toward change, both Nicolas and Yoko described
themselves as comfortable with and accustomed to change. Evan on the other hand,
said he only really liked change when it had to do with technological innovation.
Jiyoung described herself as a person who had experienced a great deal of change but
did not seek out or enjoy change for its own sake.
Pedagogical Background
All faculty members who participated in this research said—and
demonstrated through their actions when observed—that they cared about their
students, both as learners and as people. They wanted their students to succeed in
their class; to learn the material, master the skills, and get good grades. How they
went about promoting this success, however, was different for each participant.
Through the interviews and observations, the ideal image of effective pedagogy
(Manouchehri, & Goodman, 2020) in the mind of each professor emerged.
Evan’s ideal image can be described as democratic. He welcomed student
input and changed his lesson plans to respond to student needs. He saw himself as
young, adept with technology, and understanding of his students, having been in their
shoes as a learner of a second language. He liked his students and wanted them to like
him, but he viewed success in his class as primarily academic, rather than relational.
For Yoko, student success was almost the opposite. She certainly wanted
her students to learn the material and pass the class. Far more important to her,
however, was how they felt about themselves, the subject, and her. She frequently
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talked about mentor-like relationships with her students that extended beyond the
classroom and the school year. Her primary concern in the first semester online was
the physical and emotional wellbeing of her students. Thus, her ideal image can be
described as relational.
Jiyoung valued growth, for both herself and her students. In both cases, this
growth included gaining knowledge, developing skill, and growing as a person. She
saw the ideal classroom as a place where she and students could work together to
foster this growth in one another.
Finally, for Nicolas, transmission of content was paramount. This should be
done, however, in a relaxed and casual setting where professor and students felt
comfortable with one another and engaged with the material.
Concerns
While the previous sections provided analysis of similarities and differences
among the cases in terms of contextual and demographic factors, this section provides
a cross-case analysis of the cases according to each stage of concern in Hall and
Hord’s (1979) model.
Awareness
The faculty who participated in this study span the spectrum of possible
concerns at the awareness level. The innovation of online education entered Jiyoung’s
life as “a total shock” (Interview 2). Nicolas had listened more closely to the rumors
of the transition to online, but he had his mind elsewhere before the actual
implementation. For Evan, online education was closely related to both his interests
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and experience, though he had never taught online himself, and Yoko was already
teaching online through a different institution when the pandemic began.
Information
All faculty members had information concerns about the technology that
would be used for teaching online. Because all were familiar with Canvas, and
because Zoom is a fairly simple tool to use, these concerns were not intense. Yoko,
Jiyoung, and Nicolas also mentioned information concerns about online pedagogy.
For Jiyoung, these concerns were intense. She frequently mentioned wanting to know
more about best practices for teaching online. All three sought to address their
concerns through authoritative sources, such as experts teaching workshops, national
organizations, or peer-reviewed journals. Additionally, all four also relied on
colleagues for pedagogical information and ideas. This is discussed further in the
Collaboration section.
Personal
For the most part, the case study subjects experienced the implementation of
online education as a personal benefit. They could be safer in a time of pandemic;
they could spend time with family, and they could learn new things. Yoko gained
professional benefits from publishing articles and experiencing pedagogical freedom
that likely kept her at the job. Evan gained professional benefits as the department’s
resident tech expert. In terms of negative personal concerns, Jiyoung and Evan
mentioned workload/work-life balance issues, but neither seemed to feel these were
insurmountable. Nicolas, however, had intense negative personal concerns. These did
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not seem to be related to workload or time pressure. Instead, he simply did not find
teaching online enjoyable.
Management
Camera use was the most frequently mentioned management concern by the
case study subjects. Yoko figured out a way to make her class work with or without
students having cameras on. Evan and Jiyoung tried various techniques, and both
experienced some success through holding students accountable for engagement in
other ways. Nicolas found the blank screens annoying, but not more so than anything
else about teaching online.
Camera use was followed by time concerns. Faculty worried about losing
time to technological glitches and student misunderstanding. Jiyoung and Yoko also
mentioned the additional time required to prepare for teaching online; for Yoko, this
was mostly a startup issue.
Managing hybrid teaching, which both Evan and Nicolas did, proved to be
particularly challenging. Neither was able to devise a way to make the format work
well. The other management concern was distractions, which affected Evan because
he had small children at home.
Consequences
Consequence concerns were the most intense for all four case study
subjects. Across the board, the area of most intense concern was student engagement.
This was seen as a double-edged sword. On the one hand, instructors worried that
they could not tell if students were paying attention, could not make eye contact, and
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could not talk casually with students before and after class. On the other hand, the
online medium provided more opportunities for student engagement. Faculty talked
about how quieter students could participate through the chat, and how the online
classroom seemed to promote more equality between students and teacher.
Additionally, learning online required active engagement as students clicked on
different screens. This seemed to help students who were motivated and prepared, but
to hurt those who were not.
Similarly, the consequences of online education for student learning were
seen as mixed. Evan and Jiyoung discussed flipping the classroom in detail, and Yoko
and Nicolas accomplished this through use of discussion boards, extended class time
and additional learning opportunities. It also, however, had the potential to overload
students.
Evan pointed out that the technology brought with it its own affordances.
These, for better or worse, drove pedagogical decisions like using rubrics. Jiyoung
also found that the transactional distance inherent in teaching through a technological
medium produced greater potential for miscommunication between her and her
students.
Online education in the context of the pandemic, of course, produced unique
consequence concerns. Were students anxious? Could they access the academic
resources they needed? Did they have enough to eat? Could they remain in the
country? As Nicolas pointed out, however, it was online education that allowed many
students to attend class at all during this period, which was certainly seen as a positive
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consequence of the innovation.
Collaboration
Traditionally college professors, even more so than teachers at other levels,
work alone. While Yoko mentioned enjoying talking about teaching with colleagues,
and Evan mentioned missing it, only Jiyoung had intense collaboration concerns. Her
role as FYWP director meant that she was responsible for how other faculty were
faring with online education, so collaboration concerns arose naturally from her job.
Reformulation
By their sixth semester teaching online, all four case study subjects had
ideas about the use of online education and the innovation’s future at EUJ.
Interestingly, all thought that the university should continue to offer classes online.
Even Nicolas, who had settled his opinions against the efficacy of online teaching,
thought it had value in some situations, such as for students who could not or did not
want to come to Tokyo. Both he and Evan specified that 30 percent of classes online
would be appropriate. Other recommendations included developing university wide
policies governing synchronous vs. asynchronous teaching time, student camera use,
and evaluation of online instruction (including asynchronous instruction).
Summary
This chapter compared the experiences of the four case study subjects. From
this comparison, some common themes emerged.
Themes: Concerns
Faculty members experienced concerns at all stages. All four faculty

CRISIS, REFLECTION, AND CHANGE

238

members, however, experienced the most intense and numerous concerns at the
personal, management, and consequence stages. At the personal stage, most concerns
involved personal benefits of the innovation, which included time saved by working
from home, safety from the pandemic, the opportunity to learn new skills, and
professional opportunities. Some faculty also experienced negative concerns at the
personal stage. Nicolas, for example, did not enjoy teaching online. Neither he nor the
other three faculty members, however, experienced online teaching as a professional
threat. Thus, the concerns in the personal category were mostly positive.
At the management stage, themes included camera use, time, and the
challenges associated with hybrid teaching. Although faculty had numerous
management concerns, this was not because they found the technology difficult to
use. Even those faculty without prior experience with online education or enthusiasm
for technology found tools such as Zoom and Google Docs to be easy to use. They
were able to work through most of their management concerns. Student camera use
remained a nagging concern for two of the faculty members, however.
Themes at the consequence stage were for student engagement, student
learning, and student experience. One major theme was the difficulty of engaging
students in an online setting. Another was the opposite—the increased opportunities
for engagement provided by the technology. Student learning also had two themes.
On the one hand, students can learn more as technology allows for flipping the
classroom. On the other hand, students may experience information overload or
“Zoom fatigue.” The main theme for student experience was the pandemic. Faculty
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worried about student mental and physical health in that context.
Themes: Background
In terms of contextual factors, important themes included change and
pedagogy. The cases in this study had different attitudes toward change in general,
but all were reasonably comfortable with the change in this case. This seemed to be
due either to their enthusiasm for technology or their agreement that the change to
online education was necessary.
For pedagogy, the overarching theme was images of effective teaching.
Case study subjects seemed to encounter critical incidents when online teaching
either prevented them from or enabled them to teach in a way consistent with their
ideal image of what good teaching is and who they want to be as teachers. This theme
surrounding images of effective teaching appeared in connection with several stages
of concern. Management concerns related to pedagogy prompted reflection and
pedagogical change of tools and techniques. Similarly, so did consequence concerns
related to student engagement. In some cases, faculty expected these changes to
continue when they returned to the classroom. What the implementation of online
education did not do was prompt reflection leading to a wholesale change in teaching
philosophy. Instead, professors did their best to adapt the medium to their philosophy.
Their level of success in doing this was linked to their level of enthusiasm for the
innovation.
The following chapter takes a closer look at the topics of reflection and
pedagogical change related to specific concerns. It explores the answer to the research
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question How did faculty members at an international university in Asia perceive,
react to, and implement an acute change from face-to-face to online course delivery
during a global pandemic? The chapter also looks at implications of the answer to
that question for the larger question of educational change in the context of crisis.
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Chapter 6: Conclusions and Implications
Introduction
Beginning in late February 2020, EUJ underwent a significant process of
accelerated change resulting from the adoption of the innovation of online education.
This change process, which was still ongoing during Fall 2021, followed the pattern
outlined by Rogers (2003). The initiation phase happened much more rapidly than is
typical because the change took place in response to a crisis: the global COVID-19
pandemic. The first stage was agenda-setting, when the need was identified. As
Rogers said is often the case, this need was a performance gap; with the Japanese
government asking schools to close and people to stay home, the institution could no
longer achieve its instructional goals via in-person classes. Very quickly, EUJ moved
to the matching stage, in which the need was paired with the solution of online
education.
The solution was then put to use in the three-stage implementation phase.
First, the redefinition/restructuring stage involved individuals in the organization
adapting themselves to online education, while simultaneously adapting the
innovation to their needs. The faculty members who participated in this study tried
different online tools and explored pedagogical techniques. In every case, some
changes were made, both in the way the faculty used the technology and in the way
they thought about teaching.
During Fall 2021, EUJ was in the redefinition/restructuring stage, but moving
into the clarifying stage, with faculty seeking to understand the meaning of online
education for their daily work and their ideas about teaching and learning. As Rogers
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(2003) pointed out, this stage involves social construction, a negotiation of the use
and meaning of the innovation among community members. In Fall 2021, some
instructors were teaching fully online, others hybrid, and a few in-person only. The
future of online education at EUJ was unclear, and no institution-wide common
understanding of best practices existed. However, for the four faculty members in this
study, the expectation was that EUJ would (and should) continue to offer classes
online.
Online education, therefore, was on its way to being routinized at the
university, although what this routinization will look like is yet to be seen. Factors
such as those identified by Fullan (2016), including policies, budgetary concerns,
people’s long-term commitment, and support systems, as well as external factors such
as the pandemic, will help determine whether and how this change is continued.
The question posed in this project was How did faculty members at an
international university in Asia perceive, react to, and implement an acute change
from face-to-face to online course delivery during a global pandemic? To answer this
question, he project explored the experience of four professors at EUJ, using a
theoretical framework based on Borton’s model of reflection. This simple model
includes three stages: “What” “So What” and “Now What” In the framework, the
“What” included the Stages of Concern in Hall and Hord’s (2019) model. The
question was how these stages would prompt faculty members to reflect on their
experience (“So What”) and how that reflection might cause faculty members to
make changes to their practices or ideas about teaching (“Now What”). The following
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sections discuss the answers to this question, following the SoC model. Prior studies
have also indicated that contextual factors may play a role in faculty experience of
both online teaching and the change process, so these issues are discussed as well.
The next section outlines practical implications of this study for educational leaders.
Finally, limitations of this study will be shared and areas for further research
suggested.
What, So What, and Now What: Concerns to Critical Incidents
Faculty experienced concerns in all areas of SoC. Concerns in some areas,
however, including information, collaboration, and reformulation, were not intense.
Those areas, therefore, did not provoke deep reflection, nor did they lead to
significant pedagogical change. The three main areas that did cause reflection and
pedagogical change were personal, management, and consequences concerns.
Not as Intense: Information, Collaboration, and Reformulation
Hall and Hord (2019) expected that teachers would experience the “self”
stages (information and personal concerns) before the adoption of an innovation.
Interestingly, however, the cases in this study reported concerns at these stages
throughout the period from Spring 2020 to Fall 2021. These concerns arose at various
points, in response to technical or pedagogical issues they encountered. Part of the
explanation for this discrepancy may be that the crisis implementation created a
situation where faculty dealt only with the most immediate issues (in the words of
Jiyoung in Interview 3, “I didn’t have the time or the luxury to kind of feel. I just had
to do”). Additionally, the experience of the cases at EUJ was similar to that described
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by Sharoff (2019). She noted that for her, questions in need of information and
problems in need of solutions arose during her first semester of teaching online, rather
than before she started.
The fact that information concerns were not intense for the cases in this study
confirms similar findings from previous studies of SoC and online education (e.g.,
Lochner et al., 2015; Wickersham & McElhaney, 2010). Yet another reason for the
comparative mildness of information concerns may be the issue of false clarity
(Fullan, 2016). In some cases, faculty may have thought they understood all they
needed to about the innovation of online education. This seems to have been the case
with Nicolas, who did not feel the need to explore either diverse technological tools
or online pedagogy. He made a few, changes, somewhat reluctantly, but he basically
tried to replicate his in-person teaching using Zoom. Without the desire to delve
deeply into the unique capabilities and requirements of online education, Nicolas was
perhaps using the innovation at a level of decreased fidelity (Hall & Hord, 2019). His
more negative experience may be partially attributed to the fact that he was not using
the innovation optimally.
Personal Concerns
Wickersham and McElheney (2010) and Lochner et al. (2015) found that
faculty’s highest concerns when implementing and innovation were related to self. In
this study, personal concerns were also a driving factor in the case study subjects’
experience of online education. Some concerns might be called purely personal, as
opposed to work-related. For example, Evan, Nicolas, and Jiyoung all mentioned that
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a benefit of moving online was greater safety from the COVID-19 pandemic. Evan
and Yoko liked the flexibility of working from home because it allowed them to
spend more time with family. Nicolas appreciated a little more sleep since he did not
have to commute. On the negative side, Jiyoung’s back hurt from sitting at a cramped
desk. These concerns, though they were important to the overall experience, did not
seem to provoke reflection or pedagogical change.
On the other hand, some personal concerns were more closely related to the
online teaching itself—such as Yoko’s freedom, Jiyoung’s enjoyment of learning,
Evan’s enthusiasm for technology, and Nicolas’s annoyance at the lack of connection
with students. These concerns did prompt faculty to reflect on their ideas about good
teaching. In the case of Evan, Yoko, and Jiyoung, whose personal concerns focused
mostly on benefit, pedagogical change did take place, as each of these professors
adapted to the new way of teaching. In Nicolas’s case, reflection on the personal
threat of online education served to solidify his dislike of the innovation. The issue of
the innovation’s fit with each professor’s teaching style is discussed in a following
section of this chapter.
In previous studies, personal concerns often involve professional issues, such
as status or reward (Cutri & Mena, 2020; Hall & Hord, 2019). The cases in this study
had few such professional concerns, and those that they did have focused on the
professional benefits of online education (Yoko’s articles, for example). Two aspects
of the situation at EUJ may have contributed to the reduction of negative professional
concerns for faculty members. The first was the crisis situation. None of the faculty
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members were worried about the professional drawbacks of adopting the innovation
or of struggling with its implementation. Jiyoung described the experience as a
feeling of being huddled together in a basement; everyone was just doing their best in
a difficult situation.
The other aspect that may have reduced personal concerns involving
professional issues was the presence of the ADAA, Mookie Wilson. His name came
up repeatedly in the interviews, with faculty uniformly referencing him as an
understanding and nurturing presence. He could be described as a change agent
(Rogers, 2003), and his leadership provided faculty with reassurance of
administration support. There are similarities between the security EUJ faculty felt
and Malmgren’s (2010) findings that faculty past the point of tenure had fewer
personal concerns than earlier-career faculty. In both cases, the professional risk
associated with the innovation was reduced by contextual factors.
Management Concerns
Another area of intense concern for faculty was management. The two
management concerns that prompted significant reflection were student camera use
and time, which were also the two most intense concerns experienced by faculty.
The Use of Cameras. Evan and Jiyoung encouraged students to leave
cameras on, believing that the visual presence of both students and instructor created
more engagement. They also worked to find ways to keep students engaged even offscreen, such as calling on students or, in Evan’s case, booting them out of the class if
their camera was off and they were non-responsive. In contrast, Yoko devised a
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teaching method that did not require cameras. Indeed, she found this method to be
even more engaging than teaching in person. Thus, her reflection on cameras and
engagement produced the greatest pedagogical change. For Nicolas, management of
camera use was not intense in itself; it merely contributed to his view that online
education was an inferior platform.
Managing Time. Time concerns also prompted reflection and change.
Although Jiyoung was the only faculty member who specifically discussed using
routines as a way to save time in the online setting, it was clear through observations
that all faculty members used routines in their teaching, whether it was Evan’s shared
Google Docs or Yoko’s “incredible meeting.” Only Nicolas did not mention time
concerns, which is perhaps related to the fact that he changed little in his teaching in
reaction to the transition from in-person to online. One of the classes observed was
delayed for nearly 10 minutes due to technical problems that required the help of an
IT person. Nicolas commented that this was to be expected, seeming unbothered by
the lost class time. Still, he also established routines related to teaching online or in
the hybrid classroom, such as small groups or breakout rooms at the end of class to
provide time for student participation.
Hybrid Teaching. Hybrid teaching, for the two professors who engaged in it,
provoked intense management concerns, but little reflection beyond thoughts about
why this format might be so difficult. Neither Evan nor Nicolas seemed inclined to
put extra effort into making hybrid teaching work; both rather expressed a desire to
not have to do it for any longer than necessary.
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Consequence Concerns
Hall and Hord (2019) wrote that the goal of a change process is for individuals
to move beyond the self and task concerns and focus on concerns about the
consequences of the innovation for student learning and how to collaborate with
others to make the innovation effective. With this in mind, it is a credit to the four
cases who participated in this study that their most intense concerns had to do with
the consequences of online education for students, especially for student engagement.
Despite the challenge of the situation, all four cases had their attention more on their
students than on any other concern.
Changes Made. Because of the prevalence of consequence concerns, it is
unsurprising that it is these concerns that prompted the most reflection and the
greatest pedagogical change. The amount of change varies from case to case. On one
end of the spectrum was Nicolas. He saw online learning as entirely negative with
respect to student engagement. This was one of the main reasons he could not
reconcile teaching online with his ideas about good pedagogy. Even so, he made
changes to his teaching in response to this concern, implementing online discussion
boards and breakout rooms to allow more opportunities for students to engage.
Evan and Jiyoung fall in the middle in terms of their pedagogical change in
response to concerns about student engagement. They experimented with guidelines
for camera use, flipped the classroom, and provided different ways for students to
communicate understanding of the material. For Jiyoung, reflection played a larger
role in her change process than for Evan. This was perhaps due partly to personality
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differences and partly to previous experience with technology. Evan’s aptitude for
technology made his approach one of trial and error, distinct from Jiyoung’s highly
deliberate method.
Yoko changed her techniques the most, adopting a way of teaching that
eliminated the need for cameras, organized class discussions, and engaged all
students simultaneously. All four professors, even the reluctant Nicolas, intended to
incorporate these new elements into their future teaching, whether in-person or
online. This intention points to the fact that each professor learned something from
the experience. As Knowles (1977) wrote, adults tend to learn best from solving
problems arising from their personal experience. Each faculty member attempted to
reconcile previous experience and current experience, and each changed — at least a
little.
Best Practices for Online Education. The professors had varying degrees of
knowledge of the best practices surrounding online teaching. Jiyoung sought it out
aggressively, through the CAT workshops offered by the university’s main campus.
Yoko connected with colleagues and professional organizations. Evan used trial and
error to incorporate previous understandings of effective pedagogy, digital tools, and
current experience. Nicolas mentioned doing a bit of reading about online
engagement.
Regardless of their level of knowledge, the changes these professors made
reflected, to a great degree, the best practices discussed in the literature review.
Jiyoung was struck by the reality of transactional distance created by the
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technological medium separating her from her students (Moore, 2018; Weidlich &
Bastiaens, 2018). She, along with Evan and Yoko, realized the importance of a
deliberate planning process for the incorporation of technology in the classroom. This
reflects the principles of instructional design, which emphasize the need for
backwards planning with the goal of the lesson in mind.
In line with the recommendations of Moore’s (2018) model, professors sought
to increase dialogue (meaningful communication) and provide a flexible, responsive
structure. They also noted the importance of student autonomy for success in the
online environment. Jiyoung and Yoko saw this as an opportunity for students to have
more control over their learning, while Evan and Nicolas noted that less able and
motivated students tended to struggle more online.
Professors also made an effort to create a community of inquiry, in which
instructor and students were present to one another as real people, socially and
emotionally as well as academically (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007). Jiyoung’s
interviews with students, focus on group work, and frequent use of names created
both social presence and teacher presence. Yoko’s shared documents and discussion
boards yielded similar results. Evan provided a variety of opportunities for students to
ask questions or make comments in class, seeking to accommodate both assertive and
shy students. Nicolas accommodated online and in-person students, despite his
personal preferences. He also introduced discussion boards to provide out-of-class
engagement opportunities. Each case study participant also expressed concern about
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students’ mental, emotional, and physical health, indicating that they viewed their
students as whole people with lives beyond the classroom.
Pedagogical Images: A Multi-Stage Concern
The experiences of the cases in this study indicate that faculty members’
pedagogical background has a strong relationship to their experience of online
education. What the professors thought about good teaching, student success, and
about themselves as teachers shaped their experience of the implementation of online
education. If they could teach online in a way that meshed with their view of
themselves as educators, they had a positive experience and liked the medium.
Yoko is the most obvious example. In the in-person setting at EUJ, she was
forced into a teaching mold that felt unnatural and “old-fashioned.” Online, she was
free to develop her own techniques. Further, the techniques she developed using the
technology enabled her to reach more students with her relational style of teaching.
Jiyoung, similarly, found that the technology promoted greater student autonomy,
which helped her further her collaborative teaching persona. Evan saw himself as
young, tech savvy, and democratic, and he was able to bring those characteristics to
the online classroom. Nicolas, on the other hand, felt as though he was unable to
teach in the casual, conversational way in which he felt most comfortable. Many of
his efforts to maintain this teaching persona, such as allowing students to choose how
to attend class and creating separate tests, went against his own better judgement of
what would best promote student learning. It appears that a driver of his dislike of
online education was its lack of fit with how he saw himself as a teacher.
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These findings coincide with Manouchehri and Goodman’s (2000) idea that
teachers have images in their mind of what effective teaching looks like. Each faculty
member had an idea of themselves as a teacher that included their ideal teaching
style, classroom, and relationship with students. The image of effective teaching
transcends the Stages of Concern. It encompasses concerns at least in the personal
and consequences stages, and potentially at the information, management,
collaboration, and reformulation stages as well.
The idea of an ideal pedagogical image as a driver of adoption or nonadoption of an innovation is related to the concept of complexity in Fullan (2016).
The more complex an innovation is—that is, the more its adoption requires a change
in beliefs, values, and practices—the more difficult it will be for people to adopt it.
Rogers (2003) used the term “compatibility” for this same feature of an innovation,
and Araujo and Luis (2015) found that compatibility was one of the most important
characteristics for the adoption of online education. That was certainly the case for
these faculty members.
As Manouchehri and Goodman (2000) noted, the fit between the use of an
innovation and a teacher’s image of effective teaching is a major contributing factor
in the teacher’s experience of that innovation. In this case, online education fit well
with the image of effective teaching held by three professors in this study. This gave
them a level of comfort with the innovation that eased the process of implementation.
For one professor, however, the lack of fit with his image of effective teaching caused
discomfort that contributed to his rejection of the innovation, despite the fact that he
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continued to use and learned from the inovation. This echoes what Fullan (2016)
wrote — that what is important in a person’s experience, and ultimate adoption, is the
meaning they give to an innovation. For Yoko, online education meant freedom to
teach the way she wanted. For Evan, it was a chance to experiment with technology.
For Jiyoung, it created greater equality with her students. However for Nicolas, online
education meant awkwardness and lack of connection.
How Contextual Factors Influenced the Experience
As detailed in Chapter 2, previous studies have explored demographic and
contextual factors that may influence faculty experience of online education. These
factors include initial attitude toward online education (Emelyanova & Voronina,
2014), prior experience with the innovation (Davey et al, 2019; Marek et al. 2021),
rank or full-time vs. adjunct position (Horvitz et al., 2015; Moralista & Oducado,
2020; Marek et al., 2021), subject or level taught (Horvitz et al., 2014; Huang et al.,
2016), and gender (Moralista & Oducado, 2020; Horvitz et al., 2020).
The faculty members interviewed in this study were selected to provide a
diversity of perspectives according to these characteristics. An interesting finding is
that most of these demographic and contextual factors did not seem to play much, if
any, role in their experience. Indeed, of the factors mentioned above, only faculty
position and initial attitude toward online education seemed to be connected to
experience in any clear way. Four cases, of course, is too few a number to draw any
firm conclusions, and the prior research is not particularly conclusive in itself.
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However, it is interesting to see, how the experience of the faculty members at EUJ
relates to what others have found.
For the cases in this study, gender was a characteristic that did not seem to
have much, if any, influence. No faculty member made any comments related to their
gender and their experience of online education during any of the interviews. Jiyoung
and Yoko, the two female faculty members, seemed to use reflection more in the
process of adapting to online education. From this study, it is not possible to know
whether the higher level of reflection had to do with their individual personalities or
the fact that they are women. The connections between reflection, adoption of
innovation, and gender might be an interesting area for future research.
The level of students taught, similarly, was not a subject faculty raised except,
perhaps obliquely, by talking about online education being more effective for more
motivated students. Perhaps students in upper-level classes might be more motivated
than those in introductory classes, but this was not something that faculty discussed.
In terms of subject taught, Jiyoung did mention that she thought online education
worked well for teaching writing, so her subject may have made her experience more
positive. Nicolas did not discuss his subject (political science) in relation to teaching
online, but there could be a connection between the fact that his classes were the most
knowledge-driven and he had the most negative experience.
On the other hand, faculty rank and position at the university did seem to
affect the experience. Jiyoung was worried about the other faculty in her program
because of her supervisory role, so she had more collaboration concerns than other

CRISIS, REFLECTION, AND CHANGE

255

participants. Yoko, as an adjunct and junior faculty member, felt less power to make
decisions, although this changed as the implementation continued and her expertise
became a valued commodity in her department. Nicolas did not report much
collaboration with colleagues. This may have been due in part to his role as an
adjunct. Evan, in contrast, mentioned that as one of his department’s few full-time
faculty members, he did tend to collaborate more than the department’s adjuncts. He
specifically referenced adjunct instructors with whom he had collaborated in the past
and with whom he no longer had much contact. It appears, therefore, that one area of
the experience that may be affected by position is collaboration concerns.
Prior experience with technology and online teaching seemed to make the
transition easy for Yoko and Evan. However, Nicolas and Jiyoung, despite their lack
of prior experience with either online teaching or digital technology, did not find the
initial mastery of the technology difficult. Indeed, of all the professors interviewed,
Nicolas had the fewest management concerns, despite his lack of experience with
online teaching. As noted earlier, however, his comparatively minor management
concerns may have had more to do with false clarity about the affordances of the
innovation than with the technology’s ease of use. The fact that the basic tools of
online education are easy to use even for those without experience makes the initial
barrier to adoption lower, but it may also cause faculty members not to explore best
practices unique to the medium.
Finally, initial attitude toward online education seems to be the factor
identified in the literature with the greatest influence on faculty experience. Yoko and
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Evan had an initially positive attitude, and they both remained enthusiastic
throughout. Nicolas had an initial negative attitude, which was confirmed by his
experience. Only Jiyoung shifted in her attitude, and this was very early in the
process. She seemed to attribute her initial negative perception of online education to
a lack of awareness and information. Once she understood more about the innovation,
she immediately grasped its uses for teaching.
How Attitude Toward Change Influenced the Experience
In Rogers (2003) discussion of the people in the process of change, he draws
on rural sociology to present the classic typology of attitudes toward innovation.
People may be innovators, who welcome new things; or laggards, who resist
innovation; or arrayed on a continuum between the two (early adopters, early
majority, late majority). For the most part, these categories are portrayed as stable.
Studies have been done of the characteristics of people in each group, showing that
innovators, for example, tend to be well educated, well connected, and well-traveled
when compared to their slower-adopting peers. One is not late majority in relation to
one innovation and an innovator elsewhere, in the classic view.
Therefore, it would make sense if a professor’s general attitude toward change
played a role in their experience. One would expect Evan, who loved exploring new
technology, to welcome innovation in every area. Nicolas, of the other hand, might be
expected to be more conservative in all areas. For the four participants in this study,
however, the relationship between attitude toward change and experience of online
education was more complex. Nicolas said he liked change, but he was not happy
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with his experience of changing to teaching online. Jiyoung and Evan said they did
not generally love change, but they had a good experience. Only Yoko’s attitude
toward change seemed to match her experience of online education. Of course, the
fact that she was already teaching online meant that for her, the experience involved
less change than it did for the other professors.
An observation that can be made here is that maybe the type of change is
more important than a person’s attitude toward change in general. Maybe whether
one is an early adopter or a laggard depends on what it is that must be adopted. While
Rogers (2003) did not make this point, he did caution against the pro-innovation bias
that runs through much literature on change, ignoring the consequences of
innovations for various groups. He reports one study of pesticide use among farmers,
in which those who resisted the innovation were initially classified as laggards. Later,
it turned out that the pesticide was, as the “laggards” reported, killing songbirds.
Rogers noted that these farmers were not actually laggards, but rather innovators in
the use of organic farming. This example, as well as Fullan’s (2016) call for leaders
in education to think carefully about the advisability of an innovation before
implementing it, support the idea that a person’s resistance to change may not always
be due to laggardly personality traits.
Implications for Research
The following section discusses how the findings in this study might influence
further research in the field of educational change. Implications Suggestions for
further research include the sustainability of crisis adoption of innovation,
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Crisis Adoption and Change
Along these same lines, the crisis context in which the implementation of
online education occurred reduced faculty resistance. Not all faculty members would
have chosen to teach online. Not all liked it even when they tried it. In the context of
the pandemic, however, all agreed it was a necessary measure. This points to the
importance of making sure that the reasons for change are clear to faculty members,
especially when those reasons are not as obvious as a global pandemic.
The fact that online education was adopted in crisis made the process of
initiation and implementation much faster than is typical. Fullan (2016) said that
continuation (or institutionalization) happens over a period of years. Ellsworth (2000)
suggested that teachers need time to learn, adapt and integrate technology. In the case
of a crisis adoption, time was simply not available. Whether using the term
routinization, continuation, or institutionalization to refer to the sustainability of an
innovation, it is too early to know the long-term result of the hasty adoption of online
education.
Future studies could look at the sustainability of crisis change at this
university or others like it. At EUJ, online education persisted as an emergency
measure for at least six semesters. At other universities, particularly in the United
States, face-to-face classes resumed much more quickly. It would be interesting to
compare the routinization of online education with a school such as EUJ to a school
that used the innovation for only a semester or two.
Factors Influencing Faculty Experience
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While previous studies have found some influence on faculty experience of
online education related to gender (Moralista & Oducado, 2020; Horvitz et al., 2020),
prior experience with the innovation (Davey et al, 2019; Marek et al., 2021), and
subject taught (Horvitz et al., 2014; Huang et al., 2016), those demographic and
contextual factors did not seem to be important to these cases. Faculty position did
seem to have an influence, especially for faculty who had a leadership role or an
adjunct position. Likewise, initial attitude toward online teaching seemed to be
important. However, the factors that impacted the experience were the various
personal, management, and consequence concerns that faculty members faced as they
implemented online education.
Stages of Concern
This study used the SoC model (Hall & Hord, 2019) to explore faculty
experience of the implementation of online education. In general, the model proved a
useful tool, providing lenses (the stages) through which to view various aspects of
faculty experience. One finding of this study that differed from what the SoC model
might expect is that personal concerns experienced by faculty were not always
negative. Indeed, for most faculty members, the experience of online education
produced concerns more focused on personal benefits than personal threats.
Hall & Hord (2019) acknowledged that their model is “quasi-developmental,”
meaning that progression through the stages does not follow a straight line, and
people often experience simultaneous concerns at several stages. That was certainly
the case with the faculty in this study. Their experience was complex, and it seemed
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that concerns in the “later” areas, such as management and consequences, often
sparked concerns in an “earlier” area, such as information. Additionally, as in
Sharoff’s (2016) experience with online teaching, the self-concern stages did not
come before adoption of the innovation, but during its implementation. Reality is
always more complicated than any theoretical model, and SoC is no exception. It
should not be expected that any model, no matter how tested or descriptive, will
neatly encapsulate the meanings that real people attach to the change process.
Implications for Practice
The findings in this study lend themselves to several implications for leaders
in higher education. Some of these relate specifically to the adoption of online
education, but most apply more broadly to the area of change management in higher
education.
Online Education
As discussed in the section on consequence concerns, the experience of the
faculty members in this study aligns with much of the literature surrounding online
education. In line with Moore’s (2018) theory of transactional distance, faculty found
that teaching remotely created greater opportunity for misunderstanding, therefore
required more deliberate communication, and worked best when students could
operate with a greater degree of autonomy. In line with T-PCK (Kang, et al., 2021),
faculty found that they needed a combination of facility with the technology,
competence in their subject area, and understanding of effective pedagogies for
teaching online. In this study, faculty members were all experienced in their subject
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area. Therefore, the content knowledge was established. The technological knowledge
was easy to master, even for those who had little enthusiasm for or experience with
the specific technology being used or for technology in general. It was the lack of
pedagogical knowledge that instructors felt most keenly.
Both observations above indicate that an effective way to support faculty in
teaching online is through professional development focused on online pedagogy.
This is aligns with recommendations by Marek et al., (2021) that when implementing
online education, faculty development should not merely include training for the
tools, but also for the pedagogy. Given that consequences for students was the area of
greatest concern, addressing this through training opportunities is likely to yield
positive results.
Another aspect of online education supported by this study is the amount of
time required to teach effectively online (Kehrwald & McCallum, 2015). Some of this
time is related to startup activities, such as learning new technology and developing
new materials. At least according to Jiyoung, however, some of the increased time is
simply inherent in the platform. Additionally, professors missed the collaboration
with colleagues caused by the physical separation of remote teaching and the
increased time demands. In response to these concerns, leaders in educational change
would be wise to follow the advice of Malmgren (2010) who recommended using the
faculty development budget to provide pay or release time to professors participating
in a change process.
Forced Adoption and Change
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Every faculty member in this study made at least small pedagogical changes
as a result of the crisis adoption of online education. Furthermore, because all four
case study subjects intended to either keep teaching online or incorporate some of
their new pedagogical tools and techniques into in-person classes, they clearly viewed
at least some aspects of the innovation as beneficial. One implication, therefore, is
that mandating change may have benefits (Hall & Hord, 2019). Indeed, incorporating
technology, as instructional design models show, often promotes instructor reflection
on the best way to teach and a more careful focus on planning. Thinking about
pedagogy can be an effective way to improve pedagogy. If that is the case, then
mandated innovations may have benefit.
One caveat to mandates, however, is that while all faculty members seem to
have learned from the implementation process, not all were left with positive
impressions of the innovation. Nicolas disliked online education even more after
several semesters of online teaching than he did at the start. Leaders in higher
education should carefully consider the benefits and drawbacks of mandating
innovation. Without careful management, top-down innovations are unlikely to be
successful (Baglibel et al., 2018; Dintoe, 2018).
The Importance of Policy
In their discussion of reformulation concerns, case study subjects suggested
that, if online education was going to continue, the university should develop more
uniform policies governing its use. These policies might include such elements as
guidelines for synchronous and asynchronous class time, rules for student camera use,
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and processes for evaluating online teaching. According to Fullan (2016), an
important part of the institutionalization of an innovation is the adoption of policies
and procedures supporting its continued use. He discussed support systems as an
important part of building institutional capacity to sustain use of an innovation. That
thought was echoed by the cases in this study.
The Importance of Social Facilitation
Rogers (2003) discussed change as a communication process in which people
seek to reduce ambiguity about an innovation. People look at the experiences of those
around them to decide whether to adopt an innovation and if so, how. Schuwer et al.
(2017) found that communication with peers was important for faculty in adopting
innovations related to online learning. Even though this study focused on the
experience of only four faculty members, it is clear that the answer to the concerns of
some professors lay in the experience of others. For example, one of Nicolas’s
primary concerns about online education was the lack of student engagement, while
Yoko’s online teaching techniques promoted student engagement. Collaboration
between Yoko and Nicolas could have been helpful in his experience of the change
process.
While some informal collaboration was happening at EUJ, much of the more
formal professional development was provided by the Main Campus or other external
organizations. Leaders should consider their local resources in professional
development during a change process. Local innovators and early adopters can
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capitalize on this kind of peer learning to encourage others in their circles to more
effectively use an innovation.
Additionally, it is vital that efforts to facilitate communication and
collaboration pay attention to the needs of adjunct instructors. As mentioned earlier, a
faculty member’s status as an adjunct appears to influence the experience of teaching
online. Adjuncts may hold positions at other universities or work at other jobs to
make ends meet. They may not have dedicated office space on campus, so even when
everyone is in person, they do not have as much opportunity to interact with other
faculty as full-timers do. If Rogers (2003) is correct about the importance of social
networks in the diffusion of innovation, this lack of connection may be severely
limiting for adjunct instructors.
Online technologies offer a unique opportunity to overcome barriers to
adjunct participation. If professional development is conducted online, having
physical space on campus is not necessary. Additionally, it may be possible to offer
learning opportunities at times that work for adjuncts. However, it is vital to avoid the
temptation to make online professional development asynchronous and individual.
The point here is that change involves communication, which is similar to the point
that learning involves social construction. Communication and social construction do
not happen when one is learning alone. Leaders in higher education need to ensure
that they are facilitating true learning opportunities for all stakeholders.
Personal Benefits
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As discussed in “Implications for Research,” the participants in this study
experienced personal concerns having to do more with benefits than with threats.
That is an important fact for change leaders in education to keep in mind. It may be
possible to facilitate needed change by helping people focus on and communicate the
personal benefits of the innovation. This strategy, coupled with understanding of the
image of effective teaching held by faculty, could be a powerful tool for developing
interventions in a change process.
The Image of Effective Teaching
This study found that for faculty members, their image of effective teaching
(Manouchehri and Goodman, 2000) had a powerful influence on their experience of
online education. Leaders in higher education should seek opportunities to address
this central issue when managing a change process. They might ask faculty to reflect
upon and share their image at the beginning of the process. The responses could then
drive intervention efforts. This would allow facilitators to capitalize on a positive fit
between individual faculty members and the innovation, as well as to address issues
for faculty members to whom the innovation is a threat to this image. For example, in
the case of Evan, whose image of effective teaching included the value of a
democratic classroom, an intervention could have been to provide resources or
professional development demonstrating pedagogical techniques to increase student
participation and voice in an online classroom. For Nicolas, these resources could
provide ideas for increasing student engagement.
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Could Nicolas’s experience with online education have been different?
Manouchehri and Goodman (2000) stated that it is not the innovation itself that
causes teachers to change their pedagogical practices, but rather a change in their
pedagogical understanding. This change, they argue, comes from outside guidance
and instruction. If true, that is another argument for professional development
focusing on effective online pedagogy (not just technology). It is possible that
Nicolas’s distaste for online teaching was so great that no amount of training in online
engagement would have made it fit with his image of effective teaching. It is also
possible, however, that a greater understanding of how to engage students in an
online or hybrid setting would have enabled him to shift his image to accommodate
the innovation.
Limitations
This study has several limitations. First, because the interviews were
conducted during the participants’ sixth semester of online teaching during the
COVID-19 pandemic, the research relied heavily on memory for information about
the initial implementation of the innovation. Triangulation via internal and external
news sources was possible to help support facts about the pandemic and the
university’s response. The case study subjects, however, were asked to put
themselves back in the pre-pandemic and early pandemic situations to answer some
questions, especially in the first few interviews. After more than 18 months, their
memory of either their actions or their thoughts and feelings was unlikely to be
perfect.
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Another limitation is that because this is a doctoral capstone project, all
interview data were analyzed by one person. In an effort to combat this limitation,
data were analyzed several times, both during the interview process and afterwards.
Data were also analyzed both within and across cases to check for consistency.
Nonetheless, the fact remains that the analysis and interpretation is based on the
perspective of a single person.
A third limitation is related to the design of the study. Because the focus was
on depth, rather than breadth, only four cases were included. Additionally, all four
teach at the same institution, a branch campus of an American university located in
Tokyo. These design choices necessarily limit the ability to generalize and apply the
findings to other contexts. Generalizability, however, is not a goal of qualitative
research (Cresswell & Cresswell, 2018). Rather, the goal is specificity and depth.
Additionally, detailed contextual information is provided, including a timeline of
events drawn from internal and external documents (see Appendix C). The hope is
that this information will help readers determine whether any of the findings are
applicable in their own contexts.
A related limitation is that the research relied primarily on interview data.
While the one or two observations conducted for each faculty members provided
triangulation and data for discussion in the interviews, it may have been more
effective to conduct more classroom observations of the instructors. The observations
were conducted early in the research process. It would have been helpful to conduct
another observation towards the end, to further check the congruence between the
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instructors’ descriptions of their teaching and their practice. Because the focus of the
project was the instructors’ internal experience, rather than their external practice,
however, this is not a serious limitation.
Suggestions for Future Research
While this study used the framework of Stages of Concern, it was solely a
qualitative case study. It is common for studies that employ the SoC framework to
use the SoC questionnaire (Hall & Hord, 2019) to gather quantitative data. It would
be interesting to conduct a similar study of faculty members during a crisis
implementation of an innovation using the SoC questionnaire to triangulate the
qualitative interview data. This would help shed light on whether the crisis context
indeed limits personal concerns related to professional impact. It would also add
clarity to the determination of which stages of concern were most intense.
Studies of implementation of online learning in higher education should look
at institutions in other areas. It would be interesting to compare the experience of the
participants in this study to that of faculty in the United States, or other countries
where classes may have more quickly returned to in-person. For example, does the
time spent with the innovation have an effect on experience? Additionally, the
experience of other stakeholders should be studied. Students, of course, are the most
obvious group. Others, however, such as administrators like Mookie, who are leading
the change, may have a unique and helpful perspective.
Other avenues for research include a possible relationship between gender and
reflection in online teaching, as well as more research into adjunct faculty’s
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experience of change. Finally, it would be helpful to look more closely at the issue of
image of effective pedagogy related to Stages of Concern. In this study, it was not
possible to determine the stage to which the image was most closely tied. Using the
SoC questionnaire along with qualitative data collection could help clarify this
relationship. That, in turn, could provide insight for change leaders in higher
education into the type and timing of intervention that might be helpful in responding
to the issue of image.
Conclusion
This research asked how faculty members perceived, reacted to, and
implemented an acute change to online education during a global pandemic. This
question has two answers, depending on how the word “how” is interpreted. Each of
these answers may help those implementing change, both in crisis situations and in
more “normal” circumstances. As Fullan (2016) pointed out, change is difficult,
regardless of the circumstances.
If “How” Means “With What Measure of Success”
If “how” refers to a measure of the success of the implementation by these
faculty members, then the answer is, remarkably well. Their prevailing concerns,
throughout the experience, were for their students. These concerns motivated them to
continue teaching under challenging circumstances, trying to care for their students as
whole people. It motivated them to try new tools and techniques to promote student
engagement. The process of trying new things often prompted reflection on teaching
and, to a greater or lesser degree, pedagogical change. Even the professor who never
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grew to like online teaching both survived the implementation and learned from it.
Another indicator of the success of the implementation of online education is that all
four faculty members believed that the innovation had a place at the university, and
that it should be sustained.
Factors contributing to this successful acute implementation included a clear
understanding of the reason for and goals of the change, a supportive administration,
and a large measure of professional autonomy for individuals. Each faculty member
was free (eventually) to try to fit the innovation of online education with their image
of effective teaching. They could choose entirely online or hybrid, synchronous or
asynchronous, and they could experiment with various pedagogies and tools. While
the decision to implement was top-down, there was a strong consensus around that
choice, and individual freedom in the details. A disadvantage to that freedom may
have been decreased fidelity to the best practices for the innovation. This could be
addressed in the future by more professional development and greater opportunities
for collaboration.
If “How” Means “By What Means”
Focusing on an alternative meaning of the word “how”—what means did
faculty use to perceive, react to, and implement online education? What were the
strategies and tools they called upon when they had to make a quick pivot? They
relied on expertise from others, whether it came from online courses, professional
organizations, reading, or their colleagues. They relied on feedback from their
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students about their needs and what was working for them. They relied on the support
of the ADAA.
The primary tool for faculty perception, reaction, and implementation,
however, was each faculty member’s own pedagogical images—the ideas of what
makes for good teaching and who they wanted to be as teachers. These images
provided the foundation for many of the concerns that arose, especially those that
were most intense. Personal concerns, whether about benefit of or threat from online
education, grew out of the fit between the innovation and the images of each faculty
member. Management concerns about time and camera use were related to this
image. Consequence concerns arose from the image of what they should be doing in
the classroom, what students should be learning, and what kind of teacher they
wanted to be. Collaboration concerns arose as faculty members negotiated the
meaning of the innovation with others at the institution. The negotiation depended on
the ideal images in each person’s mind.
The pedagogical image provided the lens through which faculty perceived the
innovation, the impetus for their reaction to it, and the determining factor in how they
implemented it. Reflection on the concerns that arose did not change this image,
although in some cases, the reflection refined or matured it. Hall and Hord (2019)
insisted that an innovation is not implemented until every member of the organization
has implemented it. If that is the case, those who wish to innovate in higher education
need to pay attention to each person’s image of effective teaching and work to help
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Appendix A: Interview Guides
Interview 1 Guide
Focus: Technical and
Pedagogical Background

Questions
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Purpose:
• Collect information on
what things were like
before the change
(necessary to understand
factors in change)
• Begin to explore awareness
and information concerns
• Get faculty thinking about
teaching and learning,
building a foundation for
questions about reflection
and pedagogical change in
Interviews 4 and 5.

Context: These questions all relate to the time
before the change to online education. Try to
think back to that time in answering them.
Questions on pedagogy:
1. How would you have described your ideas
about what makes for good teaching?
2. How would you have described your
teaching style?
3. What were some of your favorite teaching
tools or techniques?
4. What is your impression of how your
students responded to your teaching?
5. How did you measure student success in
your class at that time?
(Can clarify with: How did you evaluate
*Memory is obviously imperfect. I student performance? If you said that a
student had a successful experience in your
asked faculty members, if
class, what did that mean?)
possible, to look over a syllabus
6. How did you measure your own success as
from Fall 2019 or Spring 2020 to
a professor?
jog their memory.
Questions on technology:
7. How would you describe your experience
with digital technology?
(Can clarify with: What kinds of things did
you use digital technology for in your work?
In your life outside of work? How much time
did you spend using digital technology?)
8. How would you describe your experience
with online education?
(Can follow up with: If you had not taught
online previously, had you ever considered
it?)
10. What were your opinions about online
education?
Post-Observation Interview Guide
Focus

Questions

Purpose:
• Build context for
experience

1. Describe the process that you used to plan
the lesson.
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•
•

Explore pedagogical
change
Explore reflection

*One professor (Case 4) taught
courses at different levels. I
conducted an observation of each
class.
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(Can clarify with: Discuss factors that you
take into consideration when planning.)
2. Discuss that process in comparison to the
process you used before Spring 2020.
(Can follow up with questions exploring the
reasons for similarities and differences.)
3. How did you assess student engagement in
the lesson?
4. How did you assess student learning?
5. Discuss your assessment of student
engagement and learning in comparison to
your methods before Spring 2020?
(Can follow up with questions exploring the
reasons for similarities and differences.)
6. How does your syllabus compare to the
syllabus you used before Spring 2020?
7. Questions about specific pedagogical
techniques/choices observed in the classroom.
8. In addition to 7, I also read back to
professors a list of tools they used in the
classroom to make sure I had correctly
recorded these.
9. I also recorded any technological glitches or
problems that arose, and asked professors:
Tell me about what was going through your
mind when ___.
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Interview 2 Guide
Focus: Initial Experience

Questions

Purpose:
• Build context for
experience
• Explore early concerns
• Explore initial
reflection

Context: These questions relate to Spring
Semester 2020.
1. Describe how you found out about the
transition to online education.
2. Describe your initial reaction?
(Can clarify with “initial thoughts,” “initial
feelings,” “initial actions”)
3. Discuss any challenges that you faced at
that time related to the transition.
(Can expand with: Discuss questions you had.
Discuss issues that arose.)
4. Discuss your response to those challenges.
(Can clarify with: What did you think? What
did you do? Discuss how you went about
learning how to teach online, if necessary.)
5. Talk about your students during that time.
(Can clarify with: Discuss student response to
your teaching. Discuss concerns any concerns
you had about your students in relation to
online education.)
6. Discuss how the transition to online
education affected your teaching.
(Can clarify with: Discuss any changes you
made to the syllabus. Discuss teaching
techniques you tried. Discuss what aspects of
online education were challenging — easy,
surprising.)
7. Discuss how you measured student success
during Spring 2020.
8. Discuss how you measured your own
success as a professor.
9. Discuss your communication with
colleagues.
(Can clarify/expand with: Discuss
collaboration. Discuss information sharing.
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Can follow up with: Was this collaboration
helpful? In what way?)
10. Discuss your feelings about that semester.
(Can clarify with: Discuss whether you felt the
semester was successful.)
11. While this was all going on, what tools or
strategies did you use to help you process the
situation?

Interview 3 Guide
Focus: The Middle Period

Questions

Purpose:
• Build context for
experience
• Explore concerns
• Explore reflection

Context: These questions relate to the
semesters following Spring 2020.
1. How did you approach teaching in Summer
2020?
(Could clarify with: How did you approach
syllabus design? Curriculum selection?
Lesson planning?
Follow up with: Discuss the factors what went
into your approach.)
2. In Fall 2020, did you choose to teach online
or in person?
3. Discuss the factors that went into your
decision-making process about course
delivery.
4. Did you make any deliberate changes to
your teaching as a result of your experience in
Spring and Summer 2020?
5. If so, discuss the process of making those
changes.
(Follow up with: Discuss anything you did to
learn about online teaching.
Follow up with: Discuss any elements of your
teaching that may have changed, but not
deliberately.)
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6. Discuss any new challenges that arose after
a few semesters online.
(Follow up with: How did you respond to
those challenges?)
7. Discuss how you measured student success
in the semesters following Spring 2020.
(Can clarify with: How did you evaluate
student performance? If you said that a student
had a successful experience in your class,
what did that mean?
Can follow up with: Was this different from
how you measured student success before
Spring 2020?)
8. Discuss how you measured your own
success as a professor.
(Can follow up with: Was this different from
how you measured your own success before
Spring 2020?)
9. Discuss your communication with
colleagues.
(Can clarify/expand with: Discuss
collaboration. Discuss information sharing.
Can follow up with: Can follow up with: Was
this collaboration helpful? In what way?)
10. Discuss any particular memories related to
online education that stand out from the period
from Fall 2020 — Summer 2021.
(Can follow up by asking for more detail.)
11. Discuss your feelings about online
education during that period.
(Can clarify with: Discuss whether you felt the
semester was successful. Would you have
done anything differently? What and why?
Can follow up by asking about how these
feelings had/had not changed from initial
feelings.)
12. As the situation continued to develop,
what tools or strategies did you use to help
you process what was going on?
(Can follow up with requests for examples.)
Interview 4 Guide
Focus: Current Semester

Questions
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Purpose:
• Explore pedagogical
change
• Explore reflection
• Explore current concerns
• Provide opportunity for
participants to share
thoughts/experiences not
covered in previous
interviews
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Context: These questions relate to your
experience now (Fall 2021).
1. How would you describe your ideas about
what makes for good teaching?
2. How would you describe your teaching
style?
3. What are some of your favorite teaching
tools or techniques?
4. What is your impression of how your
students respond to your teaching?
5. How do you measure student success in your
class?
(Can clarify with: How did you evaluate
student performance? If you said that a student
had a successful experience in your class, what
did that mean?)
6. How do you measure your own success as a
professor?
7. Discuss how your thoughts on teaching and
learning compare to the way you thought
before Spring 2020.
(If any change, follow up with: Discuss the
factors that contributed to this change.
If no change, follow up with: Discuss the
factors that confirmed your thoughts on
teaching and learning.)
8. Discuss whether the experience of
transitioning to online teaching prompted you
to reflect on any aspects of your teaching.
(Can follow up with: “reflect on student
learning.”
Can follow up with: Discuss how any aspects
of online education may transfer to in-class
teaching.)
9. Discuss factors that influence your thoughts
about online education.
(Can clarify with: Discuss factors that influence
your intention to continue/not continue
teaching online.)
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10. In what ways might online teaching be an
opportunity for professional development?
11. What do you think should be the future of
online education at this university?
(Can follow up by asking for reasons and/or
examples.)
12. What else would you like to talk about in
relation to your experience of teaching during
the past 6 semesters?
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Appendix B: Observation Protocol
Date:
Faculty:
Course:
Time

Activity

Who

Notes
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Appendix C: Timeline of External and Internal Events Affecting
Implementation Process
2020
January 9

First case of coronavirus reported in Chinese state-run media.

January 16

First confirmed case of coronavirus in Japan.

January 30

WHO declares a global emergency.

February 4

Diamond Princess cruise ship quarantined in Yokohama.

February 12

Japan announces entry restrictions for foreign citizens with
travel history or passport from Zhejiang province in China.

February 13

Japan confirms first COVID-19 death.

February 27

Prime Minister Shinzo Abe requests closure of elementary,
junior high, and high schools.

February 28

Eastern University announces plans to move classes online.

March 2

All university classes delivered online.

March 4

Japan COVID-19 case count tops 1,000.

March 5

Japan announces entry ban on travelers from China, South
Korea, and Iran.

March 8

Japan’s foreign ministry reports that 27 countries have imposed
restrictions on travel from Japan.

March 16

Japan expands entry restrictions to people coming from parts of
Spain, Italy, Switzerland, and Iceland.

March 22

Japan expands entry ban to include people coming from the
United States.

March 24

Abe announces postponement of Summer Olympics

April 3

Japan enforces two-week quarantine for all entries into Japan;
US Embassy advises US nationals to return home.

April 7

Prime Minister Abe declares a month-long state of emergency
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(SOE) for seven prefectures including Tokyo.
April 16

Prime Minister Abe expands SOE to all of Japan.

April 27
May 14

Japan expands entry ban to include 87 nations and regions,
SOE lifted in 39 prefectures.

May 24

Summer semester at EUJ opens; all classes online.

May 25

SOE lifted in other prefectures, including Tokyo

September 16

Abe resigns; Yoshihide Suga becomes Japan’s prime minister.

August 30

Fall semester opens; 75 percent of classes online. Building
protocols include a security guard and temperature checks at
the door, scanning if ID cards to keep track of building
occupancy and trace possible COVID cases, masking, limited
staffing in student-facing offices, and telework wherever
possible.

October 1

Entry ban for foreign visa holders lifted. Tourism ban still in
effect.

October 29

Japan’s case count tops 100,000.

2021
January 4

50 study abroad students arrive in Tokyo.

January 7

Suga announces second SOE affecting Tokyo and three
neighboring prefectures (Chiba, Saitama, Kanagawa). Stricter
travel restrictions and quarantine measures go into effect.
Schools are permitted to continue in-person operations.

January 21

Spring semester opens (postponed for one week following a
request by Suga that businesses encourage work from home
through January 15). About 40 percent of classes are online.
The university promotes telework where possible, Masks are
required, enhanced cleaning is practiced, and clubs and
extracurricular activities are limited. Libraries, computer labs,
and student-facing offices remain open.

End of January

Japan begins clinical trials for Moderna vaccine. Pfizer has also
submitted data for trials.
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February 2

Suga announces that SOE will continue through March 7.
Businesses are asked to close at 8 p.m. The announcement
specifically provides for schools and universities to continue
in-person operations.

February 14

Pfizer vaccine approved for use in Japan.

March 22

SOE lifted in Tokyo and three neighboring prefectures.

Late March

Daiichi Sanko Co. begins the production for the AstraZenica
vaccine.

April 12

Senior citizens 65 and older can get the Pfizer vaccine.

April 25

hird SOE announced for Tokyo, Kyoto, and Hyogo prefectures,
effective through May 11. Restaurants are asked to close early
and not serve alcohol. Movie theaters, karaoke establishments,
and tourist attractions are also asked to close. Universities are
asked to move online. However, since the university’s semester
ends April 30 and summer semester does not begin until May
24, the beginning of the SOE does not immediately affect
operations.

May 11

The SOE is extended through May 31 and expanded to include
Fukuoka and Aichi Prefectures.

May 21

Moderna and AstraZenica vaccines approved for use in Japan.
AstraZenica’s approval paused the same day due to concerns
over side effects.

May 24

Summer semester begins. About 50 percent of classes online.

June 4

Three students in in-person classes test positive for COVID.
All classes move online for two weeks. Some faculty continue
to teach from classrooms on campus.

June 6

EUJ Summer commencement is held in person in a large
auditorium to allow for social distancing.

June 21

Third SOE lifted in Tokyo. People under age 65 can now get
Pfizer or Moderna vaccines. University resumes in-person
classes for summer semester.
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June 28

EUJ announces that faculty, staff, and students will be able to
receive the Pfizer vaccine in July and August.

July 12

Suga announces fourth state of Emergency for Tokyo,
extending until August 22. This SOE is intended to restrict
people’s movement during the Olympic Games (July 23August 6) and the summer Bon holiday (August 13-16).
Provisions include that restaurants must stop serving food at 8
p.m. and cannot serve alcohol. Schools and grocery stores are
specifically exempted from this SOE.

July 23

Olympic Games begins in Tokyo. Almost all spectators are
banned at events.

July 26

148 COVID-19 infections are reported among Olympic
athletes and staff since the beginning of the month.

August 2

SOE expanded to Osaka, Kanagawa, Chiba, and Saitama.

Early August

Due to students who are unable to enter the country and health
concerns, some faculty who had previously opted for in-person
classes request to have their courses reverted to online delivery.

August 20

Japan new COVID infections reach all time daily high of
25,867.

August 30

Fall semester begins with most classes online for first two
weeks. Others are held in a hybrid medium to accommodate
those who cannot enter Japan and reduce building occupancy.

September 4

SOE extended.

September 12

Health minister Yasutoshi Nishimura announces that more than
50 percent of Japan’s population is fully vaccinated.

September 28

Japanese government announces that the SOE will be lifted
from Tokyo and 18 other prefectures Oct. 1. This is the first
time in 6 months that no prefecture has been under a full or
quasi state of emergency. Suga also promises to reconsider the
entry ban on foreigners wanting to study in Japan, but provides
no details or timeline. The government also announces an
easing of quarantine rules (from 14 to 10 days) for fully
vaccinated travelers.
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October 4

Fumio Kishida replaces Suga as Japan’s Prime Minister.
Suga’s popularity had dropped, fueled in part by rising
COVID-19 cases. In a Kishida vows to devote "body-and-soul"
to protecting Japan and defeating coronavirus. (Takenaka, Oct.
8, 2021)

November 7

Japan reports zero COVID-19 deaths for the first time since
August 2020.

November 8

New arrivals by foreign nationals are admitted to Japan for the
first time since January, as travel restrictions ease. Tourism is
still not permitted, but business travel and—important for the
university—student entry will be permitted.

November 30

First confirmed case of Omicron variant in Japan. Kishida
announces immediate ban on all new entries by foreign
nationals. As the semester at EUJ ends, daily new COVID-19
cases throughout the country are below 100.

Timeline Sources
Chronology of major events related to coronavirus and Japan. (2021, April 23).
Kyodo News. https://english.kyodonews.net/news/2021/04/29b154a681bachronology-of-major-events-related-to-coronavirus-and-japan.html
Coronavirus pandemic updates. (2021, Aug. 21). Kyodo News.
https://english.kyodonews.net/news/2021/08/608a607c052f-coronaviruspandemic-latest-aug-31-2021.html
Focus: PM Kishida taking no chances as Japan closes border over Omicron. (2021,
Nov. 30) Kyodo News.
https://english.kyodonews.net/news/2021/11/bc89373966fa-focus-kishidataking-no-chances-as-japan-closes-border-over-omicron.html
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (January 17, 2022). Border Measures to Prevent the
Spread of the Novel Coronavirus.
https://www.mofa.go.jp/ca/fna/page4e_001053.html#:~:text=(1)%20Enforced
%20quarantine%20measures,travelers%20stay%20when%20entering%20Japa
n
Over 50% fully vaccinated in Japan, rate approaching Britain, France. (2021, Sept.
12). Kyodo News. https://english.kyodonews.net/news/2021/09/c66b9233efcdjapan-2-shot-vax-rate-tops-50-tracking-levels-in-major-euro-nations.html
Japan decides to end COVID-19 state of emergency as cases fall. (2021, Sept. 28).
Kyodo News. https://english.kyodonews.net/news/2021/09/3a0f4a32989ajapan-govt-to-decide-on-end-of-covid-19-state-of-emergency.html
Japan to ease travel restrictions for foreigners. (2021, Nov. 7). NHK World. [Mobile
App]. www3.nhk.or.jp.
Japan to shorten quarantine period for vaccinated travelers. (2021) Sept. 28). Kyodo
News. https://english.kyodonews.net/news/2021/09/9b78725e8c3d-japan-toshorten-quarantine-period-for-vaccinated-travelers.html
No COVID deaths in Japan for 1st time in 15 months. (2021, Nov. 7). NHK World.
[Mobile App]. www3.nhk.or.jp
Steen, E. (2021, May 11). Here are the revised COVID-19 restrictions in Tokyo with
the new extended state of emergency. Time Out Tokyo.
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Appendix D: Initial Code Manual
To make the connection between the interview questions and analysis more
explicit, sample questions relating to each code are provided in the fourth column.
Answers to the same question, however, were often related to more than one code. For
example, question 3 from Interview 2: “Discuss any challenges that you faced at that
time related to the transition,” could yield answers related to any of the stages of
concern.
Code

Definition

Description

Sample Questions

Awareness
(Hall, 1979, p.
204)

The individual
is not aware of
or interested in
the innovation.

Statements that reflect
any of the following (or
similar) attitudes:

From Interview 1:
7. How would you
describe your
experience with
digital technology?

The individual
has significant
expertise, so
the innovation
holds little new
interest.

Information
(Hall, 1979, p.
205)

The individual
has a general
interest in the
innovation.
Questions may
be unfocused;
the person may
not know
enough to ask
specific
questions.

-I don’t know anything
about it.
-I don’t care to know.
-My mind is on other
things.
-I am an expert; there is
nothing new or
interesting for me to learn
about this.
Statements that reflect
any of the following (or
similar) attitudes:
-This is related to what I
am interested in, but I
don’t know very much
about it.
-I have a superficial
understanding of it.
-I would like to know
more about ____.

From Interview 2:
6. Discuss any new
challenges that
arose after a few
semesters online?

From Interview 2:
3. Discuss any
challenges that you
faced at that time
related to the
transition.
4. Discuss your
response to those
challenges.
From Interview 3:
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1. How did you
approach teaching
in Summer 2020?
Personal
(Hall, 1979, p.
206)

The individual
perceives the
innovation as a
personal threat

Statements that reflect
any of the following (or
similar) attitudes:
-I am not sure I have the
capacity to use this
effectively.
-This might hurt my
status or opportunity for
reward (or that of my
colleagues) in the
university.
-This might interfere with
other responsibilities.
-I might not enjoy this.

From Interview 3:
2. In Fall 2020, did
you choose to teach
online or in person?
3. Discuss the
factors that went
into your decisionmaking process
about course
delivery.
From Interview 1:
1. How would you
have described your
ideas about what
makes for good
teaching?
From Interview 4:
6. How do you
measure your own
success as a
professor?

Management
(Hall, 1979, p.
206)

The individual
considers
matters related
to logistics,
time
consumption,
coordination,
and use of the
innovation.

Statements that reflect
any of the following (or
similar) attitudes:
-This takes a lot of time.
-How does this work?
-Can I do _______ with
this?

From Interview 2:
6. Discuss how the
transition to online
education affected
your teaching.
From PostObservation
Interview:
1. Describe the
process that you
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used to plan the
lesson.
2. Discuss that
process in
comparison to the
process you used
before Spring 2020.
Consequences
(Hall, 1979, p.
206)

The individual
considers how
the innovation
is affecting
student
experience and
learning, and
how to
increase its
impact.

Statements that relate to:

From Interview 2:

-Student engagement
-Student response
-Student learning
-Evaluating student
outcomes
-Modifying the
innovation to benefit
students

5. Talk about your
students during that
time.
6. Discuss how the
transition to online
education affected
your teaching.
From Interview 4:
4. What is your
impression of how
your students
respond to your
teaching?

Collaboration
(Hall, 1979, p.
207)

The individual
considers how
to work more
effectively
with others in
relation to the
innovation

Statements that relate to:
-What other faculty
members are doing
-Learning from others
-Collaborating with
others

From Interviews 2
and 3:
9. Discuss your
communication with
colleagues.
From Interview 4:
9. Discuss factors
that influence your
thoughts about
online education.
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Reformulation The individual
(Hall, 1979, p. has definite
207)
opinions about
the innovation.
The individual
may explore
how to use the
innovation
differently,
including
considering
alternatives to
the innovation.
Discontinuing
the innovation
is a possibility.

Statements that reflect
any of the following (or
similar) attitudes:
-This would work better
if we made major
changes.
-We should consider
alternatives.
-This is not the most
effective solution.
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From Interview 3:
11. Discuss your
feelings about
online education
during that period.
From Interview 4:
10. In what ways
might online
teaching be an
opportunity for
professional
development?
11. What do you
think should be the
future of online
education at this
university?

Reflection
(Borton,
1970)

The individual
examines the
meaning of an
event or idea in
relation to
assumptions,
beliefs, and
practices.

Statements that relate to:

From Interview 2:

-Thinking about the
meaning of an event or
idea.
-Considering how an
event or idea relates to
one’s previously held
beliefs or attitudes.
-Considering how an
event or idea comports
with one’s practices.

11. While this was
all going on, what
tools or strategies
did you use to help
you process the
situation?
From PostObservation
Interview:
1. Describe the
process that you
used to plan the
lesson.
2. Discuss that
process in
comparison to the
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process you used
before Spring 2020
From Interview 4:
7. Discuss how your
thoughts on
teaching and
learning compare to
the way you thought
before Spring 2020.
8. Discuss whether
the experience of
transitioning to
online teaching
prompted you to
reflect on any
aspects of your
teaching.
Pedagogical
Change

Changes in
knowledge,
attitude, or
practice related
to teaching and
learning.

Statements that relate to:
-Knowledge gained in
relation to an aspect of
teaching or learning
-Changes in teaching
methods
-Changes in attitude
toward an aspect of
teaching or learning
-Changes made in
curriculum, lesson
planning

From PostObservation
Interview:
5. Discuss your
assessment of
student engagement
and learning in
comparison to your
methods before
Spring 2020.
6. How does your
syllabus compare to
the syllabus you
used before Spring
2020?
From Interview 4
(especially as
compared to
answers from
Interview 1)
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1. How would you
describe your ideas
about what makes
for good teaching?
2. How would you
describe your
teaching style?
3. What are some of
your favorite
teaching tools or
techniques?
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Appendix E: Testing the Reliability of the Codes
Theory-driven code

Data from faculty interviews (Spring 2020)

Awareness

I am sure that in an ideal world, everyone would want to
conduct classes live and in person (Participant 9).
I knew I would be fine because I’ve been doing it [online
teaching] for so long (Participant 5).

Information

There was some work. It was mostly learning about Zoom,
and we only had a couple of days (Participant 9).
I do intend to read up on online teaching (Participant 9).

Personal

I am working twice as hard (Participant 5).

Management

I knew I was going to have to do some readjusting of
presenting material, learning about sharing screens. I just
knew I have to get a few technical details ironed out
(Participant 5).
One day, I just kept disconnecting from my class.
Occasionally, I have lost audio. Occasionally is too much
in a classroom (Participant 8).

Consequences

The energy—I have to make sure I have twenty percent
more energy. I have to get across the screen to them
[students] (Participant 5).
At first, I tried to keep them there the whole time and “let’s
have class discussion,” and “let’s use the breakout rooms.”
It didn’t work. I felt I was losing their attention
(Participant 8).
Engagement was relatively limited. No one responded,
even though they knew their responses online counted as
participation. Not many did (Participant 9).

Collaboration

I hope to speak to other professors about what they are
doing (Participant 9).
They [other teachers] literally didn’t know what to do, and
they just stopped teaching. I offered to help (Participant 5).
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We are offering things that are not on the main campus.
That is why some students are coming. If we offer these
classes online . . . I don’t mind recording them. We could
be like the University of Phoenix, where everything is
online (Participant 5).
I am probably more convinced than I was before that
online is not the ideal way of teaching (Participant 9).

Reflection

Thank you for letting me think out loud. I have some new
ideas! (Participant 5).
It has made me aware of the social aspect of teaching, that
it is really important for motivation and engagement
(Participant 8).
I have to admit that I have wondered whether I should
change my approach. Only two months is a very short time
to change an approach to teaching that I have been crafting
for years (Participant 9).

Pedagogical change

[In future online classes] If the dynamics in the group — if
I felt their personalities were right for it, I would blend 50
percent pre-recorded lecture, the other 50 interactive one
way or another (Participant 5).
If we ever go back on campus, I think I would do some of
the lectures prerecorded and show them in class so they
can go back and re-watch them (Participant 5).
Right now, I am thinking, how can I have this online for
the summer. Not just the education part of it, but the social
community part. I am trying to think of ways to do that
(Participant 5).
Some students in the past have struggled in my classes
because I have a high participation percentage. For them, it
will be nice from now on, even when we go back in
person, I will have these discussion options online. Those
who are shy will be able to get their full points without
speaking up (Participant 9).
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Appendix F: Modified Pre-Empirical Codes
Code
W Awareness
H (Hall, 1979, p.
A 204)
T

Definition

Description

The individual
is not aware of
or interested in
the innovation.

Statements that reflect any of the
following (or similar) attitudes:

The individual
has significant
expertise, so the
innovation holds
little new
interest.
Information
(Hall, 1979, p.
205)

The individual
has a general
interest in the
innovation.
Questions may
be unfocused;
the person may
not know
enough to ask
specific
questions.
The individual
perceives the

-I don’t know anything about it.
-I don’t care to know.
-My mind is on other things.
-I am an expert; there is nothing new or
interesting for me to learn about this.

Statements that reflect any of the
following (or similar) attitudes:
-This is related to what I am interested in,
but I don’t know very much about it.
-I have a superficial understanding of it.
-I would like to know more.

Statements that reflect any of the
following (or similar) attitudes:
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Personal
(Hall, 1979, p.
206)

innovation as a
personal threat
(A) or benefit
(B)

A:
-I am not sure I have
the capacity use this
effectively.
-This might hurt my
status or opportunity
for reward (or that of
my colleagues) in
the university.
-This might interfere
with other
responsibilities.
-I might not enjoy
this.

B:
-I am excited to
take on this
challenge.
-I am confident I
can figure this out.
-This is going to
help my status or
bring me rewards
(or for colleagues)
-This is going to be
fun.

Management
(Hall, 1979, p.
206)

The individual
considers
matters related
to logistics, time
consumption,
coordination,
and use of the
innovation.

Statements that reflect any of the
following (or similar) attitudes:

Consequences
(Hall, 1979, p.
206)

The individual
considers how
the innovation is
affecting student
experience and
learning, and
how to increase
its impact.

Statements that relate to:

Collaboration
(Hall, 1979, p.
207)

The individual
considers how
to work more
effectively with
others in

Statements that relate to:

-This takes a lot of time.
-How does this work?
-Can I do _______ with this?

-Student engagement
-Student response
-Student learning
-Student collaboration
-Evaluating student outcomes
-Modifying the innovation to benefit
students

-What other faculty members are doing
-Learning from others
-Collaborating with others
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relation to the
innovation
Reformulation The individual
(Hall, 1979, p. has definite
207)
opinions about
the innovation.
The individual
may explore
how to use the
innovation
differently,
including
considering
alternatives to
the innovation.
Discontinuing
the innovation is
a possibility.

Statements that reflect any of the
following (or similar) attitudes:
-This would work better if we made major
changes.
-We should consider alternatives.
-This is not the most effective solution.
-We could add this element and improve
the innovation.

*This theme
includes ideas
about the utility
of the
innovation in
general or the
use and future of
the innovation at
the institution.
S
O
W
H
A
T

Reflection
(Borton,
1970)

The “so what”
in Borton’s
reflective
process.
The individual
examines the
meaning of an
event or idea in
relation to
assumptions,
beliefs, and
practices.

Statements that relate to:
-Thinking about the meaning of an event
or idea.
-Considering how an event or idea relates
to one’s previously held beliefs or
attitudes.
-Considering how an event or idea
comports with one’s practices.
-Statements like “I wonder,” “I became
aware.”
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N Pedagogical
O Change
W (Borton,
1970)
W
H
A
T

The “now what”
in Borton’s
reflective
process.
Changes in
knowledge,
attitude, or
practice related
to teaching and
learning.
*This theme
includes
changes in the
individual’s own
ideas or
practices.
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Statements that relate to:
-Knowledge gained in relation to an aspect
of teaching or learning.
-Changes in teaching methods (planned or
actual).
-Changes in attitude toward an aspect of
teaching or learning.
-Changes made in curriculum, lesson
planning (planned or actual).
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Appendix G: Empirical Codes

Code

Definition

Description

Success

What does good teaching
look like?

Statements that relate to:
-effective teaching
-the ideal classroom
-desired relationship with students
-background for pedagogical choices
-comfort with a teaching style
-measures for personal or student
success

Contextual
information

Details about personal or
professional life

Statements that relate to:
-education
-history at EUJ
-experience before EUJ
-family
-nationality

Technology

Tools and
techniques

Maybe
important

How the participant uses
and feels about
technology

Statements that relate to:

Specific tools and
techniques used in
teaching

Statements that relate to:

Miscellaneous
information (Braun &
Clarke, 2006)

Statements that seem like they might be
relevant, but it is unclear how.

-experience with technology
-education in technology
-enthusiasm for technology
-use of digital technologies in daily life
-use of digital technologies in work

-classroom tools (whiteboard,
handouts, laptops, Power Points, Zoom,
Google, etc.)
-pedagogical techniques (making eye
contact, flipped classroom, open-ended
questions, breakout rooms, etc.)
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Appendix H: Project Timeline: Data Collection and Analysis
Week

Activity

May 3 &
May 10

Formulate interview guide
Field test interview questions with faculty members
Submit questions for expert critique
Develop initial code manual
Test reliability of codes using raw data
Reformulate codes

May 17

Reformulate questions based on feedback

September 1

Class Observations (Cases 1, 2, 4)
Interview 1 (Cases 1, 2)

September 6,
September 13,
September 20 &
September 27

Interview 1 (Cases 3, 4)
Post-Observation Interviews
Class Observations (Case 3)
Document analysis — Relevant emails/website information to
build timeline
Reflexive journal: Thoughts, impressions, questions
Initial analysis (Summary of Interview 1 and identification of
initial themes)
Data from Interview 1 copied into NVivo
Data from post-observation interviews copied into NVivo
Apply template and create additional codes

October 4,
October 11 &
October 18

Interview 2
Document analysis — Online news sources
Reflexive journal: Thoughts, impressions, questions
Initial analysis (Summary of Interview 2 and identification of
initial themes)
Data from Interview 2 copied into NVivo
Apply template and create additional codes

October 25 &
November 1

Interview 3
Document analysis - Syllabi
Reflexive journal: Thoughts, impressions, questions
Initial analysis (Summary of Interview 3 and identification of
initial themes)
Data from Interview 3 copied into NVivo
Apply template and create additional codes

November 8 &

Interview 4
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November 14

Reflexive journal: Thoughts, impressions, questions
Initial analysis (Summary of Interview 4 and identification of
initial themes)
Data from Interview 4 copied into NVivo
Apply template and create additional codes

November 22 &
November 29

Intensive analysis of individual cases
Connect codes and identify themes for each case.

December 6

Corroborate themes across and within cases.
Member checking (send analysis to each case for comment).

December 13 &
December 20

Connect codes and identify themes across cases.
Corroborate/legitimate themes across cases.

December 27January 23

Write report
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Appendix I: Informed Consent
This Google Form was emailed to all participants. Responses were stored in a
spreadsheet.
My name is Karin Admiraal, and I am a graduate student at Morehead State
University in the Department of Education. I am requesting your assistance with a
research project I am conducting on the implementation of online learning at Temple
University Japan. I will be interviewing faculty members about their experience with
the school’s transition to online learning during the coronavirus pandemic. Let me
emphasize that you do not have to participate. If you do not wish to take part in the
research, you do not have to answer any of the questions. Participation is voluntary
and you may withdraw from the study or stop answering questions at any time. If you
do not wish to answer a specific question, please tell me, and we will skip that one.
The answers you provide will be kept strictly confidential and all research subject
responses will be stored in a password protected computer accessible only to the
researcher. I will share all interview notes with you so you can check them for
accuracy. Please feel free to ask if something does not make sense to you or if you
have any questions.
If you decide to participate, please click "yes" below and enter your email address.
That will be your indication that you understand the purpose of the research and that
you are willing to help.
If you have any questions or concerns, you may contact the researcher: Karin
Admiraal, kadmiraal@moreheadstate.edu
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